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PREFACE 


Ir is now more than half a century since Ahrens laid the 
foundations of Greek Dialectology in a work which, by reason 
of its sterlmg merits, has remained unsuperseded in part until the 
present day. Had the original intention of the author of the 
De Graecae linguae dialectis been carried out, an investigation of 
Tonic would have followed upon that dealing with Aiolie and 
Doric; and the need of any other treatise on the subject would 
have’ been less urgent. The deflection of his literary activity 
to other departments of philology bequeathed a legacy of 
opportunity, of which his countrymen have been slow to avail 
themselves. At the present time there exists no treatise on the 
dialect which in its interest for the student of Greek language 
and literature is second only to that wherein the masterpieces 
of Athenian genius found expression. Maittaire’s Graecae 
linguae dialecti, last issued in 1807, is out of date, and the 
monographs at the disposal of the scholar cover only a limited 
portion of the extensive territory. 

As the author of the first attempt at depicting the Ionic 
dialect as a whole, I may perhaps be pardoned for alluding to the 
difficulties involved in such an undertaking, difficulties that are 
enhanced not only by the absence of minute investigations on 
many questions of considerable importance, but also by the fact 


that the sources of information are often accessible only in an 
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imperfect state. Much of Ionic literature is still inadequately 
edited. Of Hippokrates, Aretaios, the philosophers (with the 
exception of Herakleitos) and the logographers, there are no 
editions which record fully and faithfully the readings of the 
MSS. In the case of the philosophers only was I able in part 
to reconstruct my own text, thanks to such books as Diels’ 
Simplicius and Wachsmuth’s Sfobaevs. From the ordinary 
Lexicons one does not, it is true, expect much assistance in 
dialectological matters. Yet, apart from errors of fact, their 
failure to register the occurrence of ordinary words in much-read 
authors is often the cause of serious inconvenience. Thus, for 
example, that Herodotos (or Hippokrates) made use of ὅλος 15 
not recorded in Stephanus, Liddell and Scott, or even in 
Portus’ Δεξικὸν ᾿Ιωνικόν or Schweighiuser’s special Lexicon to 
Herodotos. 

The present work attempts to combine the two methods by 
which dialectal phenomena may be studied—the philological and 
the linguistic. Primary importance has been attached to the 
point of view of Philology, which seeks, among other things, to 
determine on the basis of tradition the forms proper to the dialect 
of each author, the place occupied by him in the history of the 
development of the dialect, the interrelation of the various 
connected styles of literary composition, and the connection 
between the language of artistic construction and the language 
of the public and private documents preserved in the inscriptions. 
So far as Ionic is concerned, these matters have been discussed 
briefly in the Introduction, but the conclusions there presented 
can be fully understood only by comparison with the detailed 
investigation that follows. I have deferred to another occasion 
a sketch of ancient dialectology, a discussion of the inter- 
relation of the chief cantonal idioms, and an examination of the 
principles that govern their appearance in a literature permeated 
to a remarkable degree by artistic consciousness, 
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The method that has been pursued in treating the forms as 
purely linguistic phenomena calls for a few words of explanation. 
As it has not been my purpose to write a Comparative Grammar 
from the point of view of Ionic, I have rarely endeavoured to 
trace the forms back to the pre-Hellenic stage. Tonic has 
been compared throughout with other dialects, especially Attic. 
Because of its μετριότης and κοινότης, Attic is, and will continue 
to be, the standard by which philologians measure the manifold 
‘aberrations’ of dialects less highly developed, or less adapted 
than itself to serve as vehicles for the expression of Hellenic 
thought. To the mention of difficult forms I have added brief 
explanations in the belief that these would prove of service to 
English and American students of Greek grammar. Many of 
these explanations refer to articles scattered up and down in the 
various journals or in monographs not always easy of access. 
The student may find here and there in the following pages 
a contribution to the solution of some of these difficulties, the 
existence of which has constantly been emphasized; but in 
crossing the frontier of disputed questions I have attempted 
only to bring the book to the level of the comparative grammar 
of to-day, and, while confessing my inability to arrive at 
a decision when the evidence seemed insufficient, to set forth 
briefly and criticize existing theories. 

As regards the collection of material, completeness was well- 
nigh out of the question in the case of a dialect which has left 
abundant traces of its existence for over a thousand years. 
The evidence offered by the inscriptions and post-Homeric Ionic 
lyric will, however, I think, be found to be reasonably complete. 
I have made considerable use of the Ionic portion of Homer, but 
it was alien from my intention to treat in detail this ‘dialect,’ 
since its artificiality often renders hazardous the delimitation 
of Jonic from Aiolic. The fact that scholars already have at 


their command such books as Monro’s Homeric Grammar and 
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van Leeuwen’s Enchiridium dictionis epicae warranted me in 
devoting greater attention to the post-Homeric literature. In 
dealing with the literary documents, I have compared the 
readings of the MSS. whenever it was possible. I venture to 
believe that, without deserting the MS. tradition to any great 
extent, I have disproved the theory that Herodotos made constant 
use of Homeric forms as such. The depravation of the dialect of 
Herodotos has been so great that it is often impossible to adopt 
a form on the consensus of 4B and Rvs, which is the warrant of 
the archetypal reading ; while it often happens that the correct 
form is preserved in R alone. Convinced as I am that Herodotos 
contracted e+¢, «+7 and e+e in ew verbs, I do not hesitate 
to rank R very high when it preserves the contracted forms. 
The Atticisms of & are in fact often Ionisms. C and P 
represent the hyper-Ionic tradition more than other MSS. As 
I have referred to C (the Florentinus of the eleventh century), 
I take this opportunity to correct the statement on p. 93 where 
A (the Florentinus of the tenth century) has taken the place of 
C. In the case of Hippokrates the readings of @ and 4 have 
often been cited when they conflict with the vulgate or with 
Littré’s text. 

ἕτερος ἐξ ἑτέρου σοφὸς τό τε πάλαι τό τε νῦν. Among the 
books that were of greatest assistance, the place of honour 
belongs to the collections of inscriptions and the comments 
thereon by my former teacher, Prof. Bechtel of Géttingen. 
The monographs of Renner, Merzdorf, and Lindemann, the Greek 
Verbs of Veitch, and the grammars of Meyer and Brugmann have 
proved especially serviceable. Bredow’s book on. Herodotos rests 
upon incomplete and defective collations of the MSS., but is 
invaluable so long as Stein’s promised Lexicon remains unpub- 
lished. Since the book went to press (in January, 1892), I have 
added some matters of interest from Prof. Blass’ edition of 


Kiihner's dusfiihrliche Grammatik, and incorporated the important 
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forms occurring in Herodas. Through the courtesy of its author, 
Meister’s elaborate discussion of the dialect of Herodas reached 
me shortly before the concluding pages passed out of my hands, 
It has contributed largely to the additions in the first appendix, 
and thus rendered the treatment of the sounds and inflections 
of Herodas tolerably exhaustive. Schulze’s Quaestiones epicae, 
a book of great learning, but often over-subtle and devoid of 
a proper regard for tradition, was of assistance at the same stage 
of the progress of the sheets through the press. 

My thanks are due to the Executive Committee of the 
American Philological Association for permission to use the 
paper on the Vowel System published in its Transactions. The 
apparently egotistical reference on p. 5 to my own contribution 
has its excuse in the fact that it chanced to be the only treatise 
covering any part of the dialect as a whole. In the continuation 
of this work it will be seen that the other dialects have received 
ampler treatment at the hands of scholars, whose contributions 
are mentioned in the forefront of my own discussion. ΤῸ Prof. 
Gildersleeve, the editor of the American Journal of Philology, 
I am indebted for permission to avail myself of a paper on 
Digamma published in vol. xii, and for other evidences of his 
friendship. Prof. Meister of Leipzig had transcribed for me the 
observations on Ionic by Johannes Grammaticus in Aldus’ 
Thesaurus Cornucopiae et Horti Adonidis of 1496, a book that has 
since come into my possession after a long search. Prof. Kirchhoff 
generously allows me to cite his opinion on various points, 
concerning which my information has been derived from his 
‘Lectures on the Ionic Dialect,’ placed at my disposal by the 
kindness of a former pupil of the Berlin professor. The 
references to the views of Prof, Kirchhoff are indicated by the 
mention of his name unaccompanied by the title of any of his 
published works. It was a matter of no little satisfaction to 


discover, upon the completion of my work, that the opmion of 


xii PREFACE. 


the German scholar was in accordance with my own in respect 
of many essential features of the dialect. 

Finally, I desire to acknowledge my special indebtedness to 
my colleagues and students at Bryn Mawr, who have helped me 
in word and deed; to Mr. Monro, the Provost of Oriel, and to 
H.S. Roberts, M.A., Fellow and Tutor of Caius College, Cambridge, 
for invaluable assistance in reading the proof-sheets; to the 
Delegates of the Clarendon Press for undertaking the publication 
of the present work, which has outgrown the limits originally 
set by the author; and to the printers for their care in carrying 


it through the press. 


Bryn Mawr, PENNSYLVANIA : 


March 9, 1894. 
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TuHE titles of treatises dealing with special departments of the 
subject will be found on pp. 45, 66, 74, 78, ΟἹ, ΤΟΙ, 110, and 
in the Appendix to pp. 45, 91. 


Ahrens = De Graecae linguae dialectis, I De dialectis Aeolicis et 
pseudaeolicis 1839, II De dialecto Dorica 1843, Gottingae. 
This work is now rewritten and continued by Meister. 

A. J. A. = American Journal of Archaeology, Princeton 1885 ff. 

A. J. P,.= American Journal of Philology, Baltimore 1880 ff. 

Allen Versification = Greek Versification in Inscriptions, Papers 


of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 
vol. IV. 


American School = Papers of the American School of Classical 
Studies at Athens (Archaeological Institute of America), 
Boston 1882 ff. 

Amph. = Amphipolis. 

An, Bachm. = Anecdota Graeca e codd. MSS. bibl. reg. Parisin. 
descripsit Lud. Bachmannus, I-IT, Lipsiae 1828. 

An. Ox. = Anecdota Graeca e codd. MSS. bibliothecarum Oxo- 
niensium, descripsit J. A. Cramer, I-IV, Oxonii 1835-37. 

An. Par.= Anecdota Graeca e codd. MSS. bibliothecae regiae 
Parisiensis, edidit J. A. Cramer, I-IV, Oxonii 1839-41. 


A. P. A.= Transactions of the American Philological Associa- 
tion, Boston 1869 ff. 


Apoll. Dysk. = Apollonius Dyscolus edidit Richardus Schneider 
in the Grammatici Graeci, vol. I, Lipsiae 1878. 
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τ | = Archilochos. 

Arch, Zeit.= Archaeologische Zeitung, Berlin 1843-48, 1868 ff. 

Aret. = Aretaios. 

Arkadios = ᾿Αρκαδίου περὶ τόνων, ed. Barker, Lipsiae 1820. 

Arrian = Arrian’s ᾿Ινδική. 

Ascoli Krit. Stud. = Kritische Studien zur Sprachwissenschaft 
von G.I. Ascoli. Autorisierte Uebersetzung von Reinhold 
Merzdorf, Weimar 1878. 

Astr. = Lukian περὶ τῆς ᾿Αστρολογίης. 

Athen. = Athenaeus edidit Kaibel, Lipsiae 1887-90. 


᾿Αθην.Ξε᾿ Αθήναιον, σύγγραμμα περιοδικὸν κατὰ διμηνίαν ἐκδιδόμενον, 


Athens 1872 ff. 


Aug. = Grammaticus Augustanus in Schaefer’s edition of Gregory 
of Korinth. 


Baunack Stud. = Studien auf dem Gebiete des Griechischen und 
der arischen Sprachen von Johannes Baunack und Theodor 
Baunack, vol. I, Leipzig 1886. 


B. B.=Beitrige zur Kunde der indogermanischen Sprachen, 
herausgegeben von Dr. Adalbert Bezzenberger, Gottingen 
1877 ff. 


B. C. H. = Bulletin de Correspondance Hellénique (Ecole Fran- 
caise d’Athénes), Paris and Athens 1877 ff. 


Bechtel = Die Inschriften des ionischen Dialekts von Fritz 
Bechtel, aus dem 34%" Bande der Abhandlungen der 
Koniglichen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen, 
1887. 

Bechtel Lautlehre = Die Hauptprobleme der indogermanischen 
Lautlehre seit Schleicher, Géttingen 1892. 


Bekk. Anecd. = Anecdota Graeca edidit I. Bekkerus, I-III, 
Berolini 1814-21. 
Bennett = On the sounds and inflections of the Cyprian dialect, 


in the Studies of the University of Nebraska, vol. I, Lincoln, 
Nebr. 1888. 


Bergk = Poetae Lyrici Graeci recensuit Theodorus Bergk, ed. 4, 
Lipsiae 1878-82. 

Birnb. = Grammaticus Birnbaumius in Sturz’? Etymologicum 
Gudianum, Lipsiae 1818. 


Blass = Ueber die Aussprache des Griechischen, 3te Auflage, 
Berlin 1888. 
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Blass M. E. = Miscellanea epigraphica scripsit Fridericus Blass, 
in the Satura philologa Hermanno Sauppio oblata, Berolini 
1879, 

B. P. W. = Berliner Philologische Wochenschrift 1881 ff. 

Bredow = De dialecto Herodotea, Lipsiae 1846. 

British Museum Inscriptions = The Collection of Ancient Greek 


Inscriptions in the British Museum, Oxford, I 1874, II 1883, 
III 1886. 


Brugmann Gram. = Griechische Grammatik in vol. II of Iwan 
von Miiller’s Handbiicher der klassischen Altertumswissen- 
schaft, 2te Aufl., Miinchen 1890. 


Brugmann Grundr.=Grundriss der vergleichenden Grammatik 
der indogermanischen Sprachen, Strassburg 1886 ff. 


Cauer = Delectus inscriptionum Graecarum propter dialectum 
memorabilium, iterum composuit Paulus Cauer, Lipsiae 1883. 


C. D. I.=Sammlung der griechischen Dialekt-Inschriften 
herausgegeben von Collitz [und Bechtel], Gottingen 1884 ff. 


ch. = chorus. 
Chandler = Greek Accentuation, 2nd edition, Oxford 1881. 


Choir. Ss Choerobosci Dictata in Theodosii Canones, edited 
Choirob. 


by Gaisford, Oxford 1842. 


Choirob. Orth. = Choerobosei Orthographia in An, Ox. II, 167- 
281. 


C. 1. A. = Corpus inscriptionum Atticarum, Berolini 1873 ff. 
Ὁ. I. 6. = Corpus inscriptionum Graecarum, Berolini 1828-1877. 
Class. Rev. = The Classical Review, London 1887 ff. 


Curtius Et. = Grundziige der griechischen Etymologie, 5te Aufl. 
von Windisch, Leipzig 1879. 


Ges. 

Curt. Stud. 
matik, herausgegeben von Georg Curtius [und K. Brugmann], 
Leipzig 1868-78. 

Curtius Verbum = Das Verbum der griechischen Sprache, 2te 
Aufl., Leipzig 1877-80. 

D = Dindorf in Poetae Scenici Graeci, Lipsiae 1869. 

Danielsson Epigraphica = Epigraphica seripsit O. A. Danielsson, 
in the Upsala Universitets Arsskrift 1890. 

ἃ. ἃ. I. = Greg. Kor. de dialecto Ionica (περὶ τῆς ᾿Ιάδος διαλέκτου). 


\ = Studien zur griechischen und lateinischen Gram- 
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Dehnungsgesetz = Das Dehnungsgesetz der griechischen Com- | 
posita von Jakob Wackernagel, Basel 1889. 


Δελτ. apy. or ᾽Αρχ. δελτ. = Δελτίον ἀρχαιολογικόν, ἐκδιδόμενον ὑπὸ 
τῆς γενικῆς ἐφορείας τῶν ἀρχαιοτήτων, Athens 1888 ff. 


eee \ = Demokritos’ ᾿Εθικά. 
ae She } = Sylloge inscriptionum Graecarum edidit Guilel- 


mus Dittenberger, Lipsiae 1883. 

Drakon = Draconis Stratonicensis liber de metris poeticis ed. 
Hermann, Lipsiae 1812. 

D. V. C. = De derivatis verbis contractis linguae Graecae quaes- 
tiones scripsit Karl Ferdinand Johansson, in the Upsala 
Universitets Arsskrift 1886, 


el. = elegy. 

Ee = 

epod, \ = epode. 
ep. 


: \ = epigram. 

epigr. 

ep. with Hippokr. = Hippokrates’ epistles. 

Erman = De titulorum Ionicorum dialecto scripsit Guilelmus 
Erman, in Curtius’ Studien, vol. V. 

Et. Gud. = Etymologicum Gudianum edidit Sturz, Lipsiae 1818. 

Et. Mag. = Etymologicum Magnum ed. Sylburg, Lipsiae 1816, 
ed. Gaisford, Oxonii 1848. 

EKust. = Eustathu commentari, Lipsiae 1825-29. 

"Ednp. apy. =’Ednuepts ἀρχαιολογική, ἐκδιδομένη ὑπὸ τῆς ἐν ᾿Αθή- 
ναις ἀρχαιολογικῆς ἑταιρίας, Athens 1883 ff. 

Fick Spracheinheit = Die ehemalige Spracheinheit der Indoger- 
manen Kuropas, Gottingen 1873. 

Fritsch V. H. D.= Zum Vokalismus des Herodotischen Dialektes 
von Dr. Adolf Fritsch, Hamburg 1888. 

G. 6. A. = Gottingische Gelehrte Anzeigen, 1739 ff. 


oe ἘΠῚ ᾿ = Gregorius Corinthius edidit Schaefer, Lipsiae 


Tei. 


con Minzen =F. Imhoof-Blumer’s Griechische Munzen, 


neue Beitrige und Untersuchungen, in the Abhandl. der 
Konigl. bayerischen Akad. d. Wissenschaften, vol. XVIII, 
Munchen 1890. 
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Gomperz = Die Apologie der Heilkunst bearbeitet &c. von 
Theodor Gomperz, extracted from the Sitzungsberichte der 
Kais. Akademie der Wissenschaften in Wien, vol. 120, 1890. 


Gott. Nachr.= Nachrichten von der Georg-Augustus Univer- 
sitit, Gottingen 1862 ff. 


Nee Hom. Stud. = Homerische Studien, 2te Auflage, Berlin 
1873. 
Hdn. = Herodian edidit Lentz, Lipsiae 1867-70. 


Herod. 7. w. A. . , , 
an SEN } = Herodian περὶ μονήρους λέξεως. 


Hdt. = Herodotos. 

Hermes = Zeitschrift fiir classische Philologie, Berlin 1866 ff. 

Hesych.= Hesychii Alexandrini Lexicon recensuit M. Schmidt, 
Tenae 1858-61. 

H. E. V. A. = De Homericae elocutionis vestigiis Aeolicis scrip- 
sit Gustavus Hinrichs, Leipzig 1875. 

Hicks = Manual of Greek Historical Inseriptions, Oxford 1882. 

ae Anthologia Lyrica (the 4th edition of Bergk), Lipsiae 
1890. 

H. N.= Historia Numorum, by Barclay V. Head, Oxford 1887. 

Hooker ᾿ = Hippokrates. 


Hoffmann = Die griechischen Dialekte, vol. I Der stid-achiische 
Dialekt, Gottingen 1891, vol. II Der nord-achiische Dialekt, 


1893. 
Hoffmann D. M. G.=De mixtis Graecae linguae dialectis, 
Gottingen 1888. 


Hrd. = Herodas. 

Hsd. W. D. = Hesiod’s Works and Days. 

Η. T. K. = Homerische Textkritik im Alterthum von Jacob La 
Roche, Leipzig 1866. 

Ib.= Ibykos. 

I, F. = Indogermanische Forschungen, herausgegeben von Brug- 
mann und Streitberg, Strassburg 1892 ff. 


I. G. A.=Inscriptiones Graecae antiquissimae praeter Atticas 
in Attica repertas edidit Hermannus Roehl, Berolini 1882. 


Jahrb. = Jahrbicher fiir classische Philologie, Leipzig 1826 ff. 
) b 
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4. 6. 
Joh. Gram. i 
Thesaurus, Cornucopiae, et Horti Adonidis, 1496. 


J. H. S.= Journal of Hellenic Studies, London 1883 ff. 

Joh. Alex. =Iwdyvov ᾿Αλεξανδρέως τονικὰ παραγγέλματα ed. 
Dindorf, Lipsiae 1825. 

Johansson Sprachkunde = Beitrige zur griechischen Sprachkunde, 
Upsala Universitets esate 1890. 


᾿Ξ Johannes Grammaticus in Aldus Manutius’ 


Johansson De derivatis verbis, see D. V. C. 


Jordan Kritische Beitrige = Kritische Beitrage zur Geschichte 
der lateinischen Sprache, Berlin 1879. 


Kaibel = Epigrammata Graeca ex lapidibus conlecta, Berolini 
1878 (also cited as K, E.) 


Karsten = De titulorum Ionicorum dialecto commentatio scripsit 
Gualtherus Karsten, Halis Saxonum 1882. 


K-B. = Grammatik der griechischen Sprache von R. Kiihner in 
neuer Bearbeitung von F. Blass, Hannover 1890 ff. 


K. C.= The Principles of Sound and Inflexion in Greek and 
Latin by King and Cookson, Oxford 1888. 


Kirchhoff Alphabet = Studien zur Geschichte des avons 
Alphabets, 4te Auflage, Giitersloh 1887. 


Kirchhoff = Lectures on the Ionic dialect by A. Kirchhoff (see 
Preface). 


Klein Vasen= Die griechischen Vasen mit Meistersignaturen 
von Wilhelm Klein, ate Auflace, Wien 1887. 


Kum. = ᾿Αττικῆς ἐπιγραφαὶ ἐπιτύμβιοι by Stephanos Kumanudés, 
Athens 1871. 


K. Z. = Zeitschrift fir vergleichende Sprachforschung auf dem 
Gebiete der indogermanischen Sprachen, begriindet von 
A. Kuhn, herausgegeben von E. Kuhn und J. Schmidt, 
Berlin, now Giitersloh, 1852 ff. 

Lat. 

Latyschev 
Euxini Graecae et Latinae edidit Basilius Latyschev, vol. I 
Tyrae, Olbiae, Chersonesi Tauricae &c., Petropoli 1885 ; 
vol. IT Regni Bosporani 1890. 


= Inscriptiones Aen orae septentrionalis Ponti 


Le-Bas—Foucart = Voyage archéologique en Grice et en Asie 
Mineure with commentary continued by Waddington and 
Foucart ; vols. III (text) and 3 (commentary) deal with Asia 
Minor, Paris 1847 ff. 
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Lex. Messan. = Lexicon Messanense de iota ascripto in R. M. 
XLVII 404 (1892). 

Lindemann = De dialecto Ionica recentiore scripsit Hugo Linde- 
mann, Kiel 1889. 

Loewy = Inschriften griechischer Bildhauer, Leipzig 1885. 

L. 8. = Liddell and Scott’s Lexicon, 7th ed., Oxford 1883. 

Mahlow=Die langen Vokale A E O in den europaeischen 
Sprachen, Berlin 1879. 

Maxim. = Maximus. 

Meerm. = Grammaticus Meermannianus in Schaefer’s edition of 
Gregory of Korinth. 

ὙΠῸ = Grammatik der attischen Inschriften, 2te Auf 

Moeisterhang (= atik der attischen Inschriften, 2te Auf- 
lage, Berlin 1888. 


ns = Die griechischen Dialekte von Richard Meister : 
vol. 1 Asiatisch-iolisch, Boéotisch, Thessalisch, Géttingen 
1882, vol. II Eleisch, Arkadisch, Kyprisch 1889. 


Meister Herodas= Die Mimiamben des Herodas, extract from 
the 13th vol. of the Abhandlungen der philologisch-histori- 
schen Classe der K6nigl. Sachsischen Gesellschaft der Wissen- 
schaften, Leipzig 1893. 

ΜΈ]. gr.-rom.= Mélanges gréco-romains tirés du Bulletin his- 
torico-philologique de 1’Académie Impériale des Sciences de 
St.-Pétersbourg, 1855 ff. 

Menrad = De contractionis et synizeseos usu Homerico scripsit 
Jos. Menrad, Monachii 1886. 


Meyer Gram.=Griechische Grammatik von Gustav Meyer, 
ate Auflage, Leipzig 1886. 

Mitth. = Mittheilungen des deutschen archéologischen Instituts 
in Athen, Athens 1876 ff. 

Mitth. aus Oesterreich = Archaeologisch-epigraphische Mit- 
theilungen aus Oesterreich, Wien 1877 ff. 

Mnem. = Mnemosyne, Leyden 1852-62, 1873 ff. 

Moiris = Moeridis Atticistae lexicon Atticum, em. ill. J. Piersonus, 
denuo edidit Koch, Lipsiae 1830. 

Mon. ant. = Monumenti antichi pubblicati per cura della Reale 
Accademia dei Lincei, Milano 1890 ff. 

Monro Hom. Gram. = A Grammar of the Homeric Dialect, by 
D. B. Monro, 2nd edition, Oxford 1891. 
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Μουσ. καὶ βιβλ. ΞΞ- Μουσεῖον καὶ Βιβλιοθήκη τῆς Evayyedcxijs 
Σχολῆς, Smyrna 1873 ff. 

M. U. = Morphologische Untersuchungen von Osthoff and Brug- 
mann, Leipzig 1875-90. 

Mus. It.= Museo Italiano di antichita classica diretto da 
Domenico Comparetti, Firenze 1885 ff. 

Myl. = Mylasa. 

Naukr. = Inscriptions from Naukratis, cited partly from Bechtel, 
partly from E, A. Gardner’s collection in ‘ Naucratis,’ edited 
by Flinders-Petrie, London 1886 ff. 

Num. Chron. = Numismatic Chronicle and Journal of the Nu- 
mismatic Society, 1839-54, 1861 ff. 

Orop. = Oropos. 

Osthoff Forsch. = Forschungen im Gebiete der indogermanischen 
nominalen Stammbildung, Jena 1875. 

Osthoff Perfect = Zur Geschichte des Perfects im Indogermani- 
schen, Strassburg 1884. 

Pape = Worterbuch der griechischen Eigennamen von Pape und 
Benseler, 3te Auflage, 3ter Abdruck, Braunschweig 1884. 

Par. = Grammaticus Parisinus in Schaefer’s edition of Gregory 
of Korinth. 

Paspates = Χιακὸν γλωσσάριον by A. G. Paspatés, Athens 1888. 

Paton and Hicks =The Inscriptions of Cos by W. R. Paton 
and E. L. Hicks, Oxford 1891. 

Pezzi= La lingua greca antica, breve trattazione comparativa 
6 storica, Torino 1888. 

Philol. = Philologus: Zeitschrift fiir das klassische Alterthum, 
Stolberg and Gottingen, 1846 ff. 

Philologischer Anzeiger, als Erginzung des Philologus, Géttingen 
1869 ff. 


Phrynichos = Phrynichi eclogae nominum et verborum Atticorum 
ed. Lobeck, Lipsiae 1820, Rutherford (The New Phrynichus) 
London 1881. 


Prokon, = Prokonnesos. 

Reinach=Traité d’épigraphie grecque, Paris 1885. 

Renner = De dialecto antiquioris Graecorum poesis elegiacae et 
iambicae in Curtius’ Studien, vol. I. 

Revue archéologique, Paris 1844 ff. 


R. M. = Rheinisches Museum fir Philologie, Bonn and Frankfurt 
am Main, 1833 ff. 


AND OF ABBREVIATIONS. xxi 
Rob. πο ν 
ie = Introduction to Greek Epigraphy, part I, Cam- 
bridge 1887. 
Roehl =I. G. A. 
Ross = Inseriptiones ineditae, Nauplia, Athens and Berlin 
1834-35. 
Rutherford = The New Phrynichus, London, 1881. 


Saussure Mém. = Mémoire sur le systéme primitif des voyelles 
dans les langues indo-européennes par Ferdinand de Saussure, 


Leipsick 1879. 
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Schmidt Neutra= Die Pluralbildungen der indogermanischen 
Neutra von Johannes Schmidt, Weimar 1889. 

Schmidt Vokalismus = Zur Geschichte des indogermanischen 
Vokalismus, Weimar 1871-75. 

Schulze Q. E. = Quaestiones epicae scripsit Guilelmus Schulze, 
Gueterslohae 1892. This incorporates the Quaestionum 
Homericarum specimen, Gryphiswaldiae 1887. 


Dak. 


: = Simonides of Amores. 
Sim. Am. 5° 


Simpl. = Simplicii in Aristotelis Physicorum libros quattuor 
priores commentaria edidit Hermannus Diels, Berolini 1882. 

Smyth Diphthong EI = Der Diphthong EI im Griechischen, 
Gottingen 1885. 
Spitzer = Lautlehre des arkadischen Dialektes, Kiel 1883. 
Sprachwissenschaftliche Abhandlungen hervorgegangen aus 
G. Curtius’ Grammatischer Gesellschaft, Leipzig 1874. 
Stephan = De Herodiani technici dialectologia, Argentorati 1889. 
Sterrett = An Epigraphical Journey in Asia Minor, vol. II, and 
The Wolfe Expedition to Asia Minor, vol. III, of the Papers 
of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens, 
Boston 1888. 

Stes. = Stesichoros. 

Stob. = Stobaeus edidit Gaisford I-IV, Lipsiae 1823-24, edidit 
Wachsmuth I-II, Berolini 1884. 

Stud. = Curt. Stud. 

Struve Quaest. = Quaestionum de dialecto Herodoti specimina 
III, Regimontii 1828-30. 


Syria dea 
4, 5. ; = Lukian περὶ τῆς Συρίης θεοῦ. 
ἃ. ἃ. 5. 


Dee 
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Thos (1) } = Thasische Inschriften ionischen Dialekts im 


Louvre von Fritz Bechtel, aus dem 32° Bande der 
Abhandlungen der Kénigl. Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, 
Gottingen 1884. 


Theodos. = Theodosii Alexandrini Canones edidit Hilgard, in the 
first volume of the fourth part of the Grammatici Graeci, 
Lipsiae 1889. 


Theog. = Theognis, 

Theogn. = Theognosti Canones in An. Ox. IT, 1-165. 
tetr. = tetrameter. 

tr. = trimeter. 


Tryphon = Tryphonis Alexandrini fragmenta collegit A. von 
Velsen, Berolini 1853. 


Tzetz. = Tzetzae Exegesis in Homeri Iliadem edidit Hermann, 
Lipsiae 1812. 


une. loc. = uncertain locality. 
‘cee = Lukian’s Vitarum auctio (Βίων πρᾶσις) 
γυῦ, Αποὺ, Γ΄ Mp iets 


Vat. = Grammaticus Vaticanus in Schaefer’s edition of Gregory 
of Korinth. 


Veitch = Greek Verbs irregular and defective, new (4th) edition, 
Oxford 1879. 


Vita Hom. = Vita Homeri in Westermann’s Vitarum seriptores 
Graeci minores, Brunsvigae 1845. 


Wagner = Quaestiones de epigrammatis Graecis ex lapidibus 
collectis grammaticae scripsit R. Wagner, Lipsiae 1883. 


Nee tec may = Inscriptions recueillies ἃ Delphes, Paris 


1863. 
Wheeler = Der griechische Nominalaccent, Strassburg 1885. 


Wilamowitz Herakles = Euripides Herakles erklart von Wila- 
mowitz-Moellendorff, Berlin 1889. 


Vi Κ. ie ae fiir klassische Philologie, Berlin 
1884 ff. 


z = Aldus’ edition of Herodotos, 1502. 
Zeitschrift fir das Gymnasialwesen, Berlin 1867 ff. 
Zeitschrift fiir Numismatik, Berlin 1874 ff. 


PEON SsO Deh Cheb AU hHORS 
Clie LD 


1. Poets. 
Homer: La Roche and Ludwich. 


Homeric Hymns: Gemoll, who combines the two hymns to 
Apollo. 


Hesiod: Flach, but the citations from the scholia follow Gais- 
ford’s numbering (Poetae Minores Graeci, vol. II). 


Lyric Poets (including Pindar): Bergk 4. 
Scenic Poets: Dindorf, Meineke, Koch. 
Theokritos: Fritzsche. 


Herodas: Arabic numerals follow Kenyon, Roman follow Bergk 
(for the fragments not on the papyrus). 


Phoinix of Kolophon 
Aischrion of Samos Schneidewin’s Delectus, 
Parmenon of Byzantion 


2. Prose Writers. 
Herodotos: Stein. 


Hippokrates: Littré and Ermerins. The references are to the 
pages of Littré (Kuhn a few times), except in the case of 
the letters where Hercher-Boissonade’s text has often been 
followed (denoted by ey. and an Arabic numeral). 


Herakleitos: Bywater. 
Protagoras: in Plutarch, Consol. ad Apoll. 33. 


Demokritos and other Philosophers: Mullach’s numbering is 
adopted, but the MSS., not his text, have been followed. 


Historians: Miller. 
Menekrates: Jacoby’s edition of Dionysios of Halikarnassos. 


Pseudo-Ionic letters : Hercher-Boissonade, except in the case of 
Hippokrates (see above). 


XXIV EDITIONS OF THE CHIEF AUTHORS CITED. 


Lukian: Jacobitz, and Sommerbrodt (for the Βίων πρᾶσι). 
Arrian : Eberhard. 
Aretaios: Kuhn, and a few times Ermerins. 


3. Grammarians. 


Apollonios Dyskolos’ Syntax from the pages of Bekker (1817). 
The Pronoun and Adverb are sometimes cited by the old 
numbering, sometimes by the pages of Schneider (Schn.). 

Choiroboskos’ Dictata in Theodosii Canones follows Gaisford’s 
pages throughout, as Hilgard’s edition has not yet been 
concluded, 


MS eO Re tite CHIE 9 - 
RE PERRE ΕΣ 118) 


1. Heroporos (cf. § 88). 
A = Florentinus (Mediceus), Laurentian Library, Florence (X 
Century). 
B = Romanus (Passioneus), Angelican Library, Rome (XI Cent.). 
C = Florentinus, Laurentian Library, Florence (XI Cent.). 
P = Parisinus, National Library (XIII Cent.). 
f = Romanus, Vatican Library (XIV Cent.). 
ὦ = Florentinus, Laurentian Library (XIV Cent.). 
δ = Venetus (Bessarion.), Library of St. Mark’s (XV Cent.). 
gq = Parisinus, National Library (XV Cent.). 
7 = Urbinas, Vatican Library (XIV Cent.). 
s = Sancroftianus, Emmanuel College, Cambridge (XIV Cent.). 
v = Vindobonensis, Vienna (XIV Cent.) 
z = Aldus’ edition, 1502. 
L in Stein’s edition refers to the consensus of all the MSS. 
2, ἨΤΡΡΟΚΒΑΤΕΒ. 
θ = Vindobonensis (X Cent.). 
€ = Vaticanus 276 (end XII Cent.). 
Laur. 74, 7 (XI or XII Cent.). 
Mare. 269 (XI Cent.). 
A = 2253 (XI Cent.). 
The above are the chief MSS. 
D = 2254 (XIV Cent.). 
EH = 2255 (XIV Cent.). 
f= 2144 (X1V Cent.). 
G = 2141 (XIV Cent.). 


XXV1 LIST OF THE CHIEF MSS. REFERRED TO. 


H = 2142 (XIV Cent.). 
J = 2143 (XIV Cent.). 
K = 2145 (XIV Cent.). 
M= 2247 (old). Thisis Littré’s 17, not the Marcianus (XI Cent.). 
N = 2248 (old). 
Q = 1297 (XIV Cent.). 
A—Q are in the National Library at Paris. 


To facilitate reference to the tractates under the name of Hippokrates 
is subjoined a table of the place occupied by each in Littré’s edition. The 
works starred are genuine beyond doubt. 

I 570-637 περὶ ἀρχαίης ἰητρικῆς. 

II 12-93 περὶ ἀέρων, ὑδάτων, τόπων Ἔ; 110-191 mpoyyworikdy*; 224-377 περὶ 
διαίτης ὀξέων Ἐ; 394-520 περὶ διαίτης ὀξέων (νόθα) ; 598-717 ἐπιδημιῶν 1 ἢ. 

TIL 24-149 ἐπιδημιῶν 1171 Ἔ; 182-261 περὶ τῶν ἐν κεφαλῇ τρωμάτων ἢ ; 272-337 
κατ᾽ ἰητρεῖον ; 412-563 περὶ ἀγμῶν. 

IV 78-327 περὶ ἄρθρων ; 340-395 μοχλικόν ; 458-609 ἀφορισμοί ; 628-633 ὅρκος ; 
638-643 νόμος. 

V 72-139 ἐπιδημιῶν IL; 144-197 id. IV; 204-259 id. V; 266-357 id. VI; 
364-469 id. VIL; 476-503 περὶ χυμῶν ; 510-573 προρρητικόν 1; 588-733 Κωακαὶ 
προγνώσιες. 

VI 2--27 περὶ τέχνης ; 32-69 περὶ φύσιος ἀνθρώπου ; 72-87 περὶ διαίτης ὑγιεινῆς ; 
ΟΟ-ἸΙΡ περὶ φυσῶν ; 118-137 περὶ ὑγρῶν χρήσιος ; 140-205 περὶ νούσων 1; 208- 
271 περὶ παθῶν ; 276-349 περὶ τόπων τῶν κατὰ ἄνθρωπον ; 352-397 περὶ ἱερῆς 
νόσου ; 400-433 περὶ ἑλκῶν ; 436-445 περὶ αἱμορροΐδων ; 448--(61 περὶ συρίγγων ; 
466-525 περὶ διαίτης 1; 528-580 id. IL; 592-637 id. IIL; 640-663 id. IV = 
περὶ ἐνυπνίων. 

VII 8-115 περὶ νούσων IL; 118-161 id. IIL; 166-303 περὶ τῶν ἐντὺς παθῶν ; 
312-431 περὶ γυναικείης φύσιος ; 436-453 περὶ ἑπταμήνου ; 452-461 περὶ ὀκταμήνου ; 
470-485 περὶ γονῆς ; 486-542 περὶ φύσιος παιδίου ; 542-615 περὶ νούσων IV. 

VIII 10-233 γυναικείων 1; 234-407 id. IL; 408-463 περὶ ἀφόρων ; 466-471 
περὶ παρθενίων ; 476-509 περὶ ἐπικυήσιος ; 512-519 περὶ ἐγκατατομῆς ἐμβρύου ; 
528-541 περὶ ἀνατομῆ5 ; 544-549 περὶ ὀδοντοφυίης ; 550-575 περὶ ἀδένων ; 584-615 
περὶ σαρκῶν ; 634-673 περὶ ἑβδομάδων. 

IX 6-75 προρρητικόν IL; 80-93 περὶ καρδίης ; 98-121 περὶ τροφῆς ; 152-161 
περὶ ὄψιος ; 168-197 περὶ ὀστέων φύσιος ; 204-221 περὶ ἰητροῦ ; 226-245 περὶ 
εὐσχημοσύνης ; 250-273 mapayyeAlar; 276-295 περὶ κρισίων ; 298-307 περὶ κρισί- 
μων; 312-429 ἐπιστολαί. 


The chief tractates are sometimes abbreviated thus : 
EI = ἐπιδημιῶν πρῶτον. 
E IIT = ἐπιδημιῶν τρίτον. 
TIA περὶ ἀέρων, ὑδάτων, τόπων. 
ΠΔΟ = περὶ διαίτης ὀξέων. 
ΠΤΚ = περὶ τῶν ἐν κεφαλῇ τρωμάτων. 


II = προγνωστικόν. 
ΠΚ = προγνώσιες Kwaxal. 


LIST OF THE CHIEF MSS. REFERRED TO. XXVil 


3. THEOGNIS. 


A = Mutinensis (X Cent.) National Library in Paris. 
K = Vaticanus (XVI Cent.). 
O = Vaticanus (XII Cent.). 


4. Luxran. 


A = Gorlicensis (XIV Cent.). 

Ὁ = Vaticanus 87 (XII or XIII Cent.). 

B = Vindobonensis 123 (X Cent.). 

C = Parisinus 3011 (XIII or XIV Cent.). 

£ = Wittianus (Marcianus) perhaps a source of Q. 
Γ = Vaticanus go (XI Cent.). 

® = Florentinus (Laurentianus) 77 (of different dates). 
= Marcianus 436 (XIV Cent.). 

Q = Marcianus 434 (XIII Cent.). 

a = editio princeps (Florence 1496). 

v = Reitz’ edition (Amsterdam 1743). 


Sommerbrodt’s critical edition (vol. I, Berolini 1886-89) does 
not yet include the Syria dea or the Astrologia. 


INscRIPTIONS. 

All Ionic inscriptions, unless specially referred to other collec- 
tions, are cited by the numbering of Bechtel’s Die Lnschriften 
des ionischen Dialekts. Thasian inscriptions not included in this 
work are denoted by 7%, (Z.), and refer to the numbering of 
Bechtel’s Thasische Inschriften ionischen Dialekts im Louvre. 
The inscriptions from Naukratis are usually cited from EH. A. 
Gardner’s collection in the two volumes of W. M. Flinders-Petrie, 
but Bechtel’s numbering of three (139 A-139 C) has been fol- 
lowed. All other dialect inscriptions, except when the contrary 
is stated, are cited from C. ἢ. I. C.I.A. IV refers to the first, 
C. I. A. IV B to the second, C. I. A. IV C to the third part of 
the fourth volume of the Corpus inscriptionum Atticarum. The 
date of an inscription is sometimes indicated by a Roman numeral 
followed by the letter C, e.g. VC = fifth century 8. c. 


References have sometimes been made to notes in the text 
as if these notes were numbered. These references are to be 
understood as if made to paragraphs in smaller type. 


ERRATA 


Page 223, for 167 read 219. 50», read εἱμένα for εἰμένα. 7515, add κάρηνα 
Eurip. frag. 541, τρικάρηνον (MSS.) H. Ἐν 611. 14249, read In Naukratis also. 
154 (§ 150), see now app. to p. 265. 158, read 209. 163, read avs. 165 
end and 166 top, read -γενής. 170, from bottom, read ἐλεύθαρος. 1845. 
read 420. 21316) Οἵ. 8 534. 23604, Δεκελῆθεν, though found in PRO, is scarcely 
correct ; see § 219, 9. 2774, read THUT’. 281, the reference to foot-note 3 
belongs at the end of 1. 2 f. Ὁ. {In two Eretrian inscriptions (Ἐφ. dpx. 
1890, 196, 200) we find σίτηριν, παιρίν, ἐπιδημέωριν, Cub aha spar ea 25413) 
read 240 for 245. 3041, f. b., after and insert oo. 38516 f. b., dele Compounds 

“05 38849 f. b., dele 1. 47513 £.b., read ἠρήρεισθαι. 487, f.n. 3, read 
‘Abhandlung gen for Untersuchungen. 5525; read ἐθεόρεον. 
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INTRODUCTION. 


Sources of the Present Investigation. 


Smytu : The Vowel System of the Ionic Dialect in the Transactions Amer. Philol. Assoc, 
XX 5-138 (1 : 
O34 C0. 481 

1.] Chief Literary Monuments. Of the lyric poets especial 
attention has been devoted to those of Ionie blood, in the first 
instance to the iambographers Archilochos of Thasos, Simonides 
of Amorgos, Hipponax of Ephesos and Ananios (or Ananias), 
secondly to the elegists Kallinos of Ephesos, Mimnermos and 
Xenophanes of Kolophon, Phokylides of Miletos. The dialect 
of Tyrtaios, Solon, and Theognis has been treated in some 
detail: Tyrtaios, a Lakonian by adoption, but a representative 
of the early Elegy as cultivated by a poet not of genuine Ionic 
stock ; Solon, in order to raise the question whether his Muse is 
Ionic or Old-Attic or a combination of the two; the Megarian 
Theognis, that we may obtain a survey of the language of the 
elegy to the end of the sixth century. 

The newly discovered fragments of Herodas, though con- 
taining some Dorisms, evince the persistence of the dialect of 
the Ionic iambographers. 

Anakreon is the chief native source of information concerning 
the dialect in melic poetry. Simonides of Keos and the melic 
poets not of Ionic stock, especially Pindar, have been drawn 
upon in the discussion of the nature of the epigram, choral ode, &c. 

Homeric forms, when of specifically Ionic texture, have been 
utilized for the purpose of comparing the older with the later 
dialect. 
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The didactic epic of Parmenides and Empedokles has but rarely 
been cited. 

All the logographers have been studied, Hekataios of Muiletos 
yielding more fruit than Charon of Lampsakos, Pherekydes of 
Leros, Xanthos the Lydian, or Hellanikos of Mitylene. 

Herodotos has been examined with special reference to the 
interrelation of the MSS. Without a knowledge of the character 
of their fluctuations no theory as to the complexion of early 
Tonic prose deserves a hearing. 

For the language of the philosophers the fragments of 
Anaxagoras of Klazomenai, Diogenes of Apollonia, Melissos of 
Samos, the Moralia of Demokritos of Abdera, and Herakleitos 
of Ephesos have been investigated. 

The following treatises of Hippokrates, as least open to the 
suspicion of spuriousness, have contributed chiefly to the study 
of the older medical dialect :— 


περὶ ἐπιδημιῶν TO πρῶτον. 

περὶ ἐπιδημιῶν τὸ τρίτον. 
Προγνωστικά. 

περὶ ἀέρων, ὑδάτων, τόπων. 
περὶ διαίτης ὀξέων. 

περὶ τῶν ἐν κεφαλῇ τραυμάτων. 


Κωακαὶ προγνώσεις (perhaps pre-Hippokratic). 


The ᾿Αφορισμοί have been passed by as too full of inter- 
polations. Only occasionally is reference made to treatises of 
the younger Hippokrateians (περὶ τέχνης, περὶ φύσιος ἀνθρώπου 
of Polybos, περὶ φυσῶν, περὶ ἱερῆς νόσου, &e.). 

Of the pseudo-Jonists, Aretaios, Arrian, and Lukian are our 
principal sources. A subordinate place is occupied by the sup- 
posititious letters of Hippokrates and of the Ionic philosophers. 
To discover whether the περὶ τῆς Συρίης θεοῦ and the περὶ ἀστρο- 
λογίης are the production of the author of the βίων πρᾶσις, was 
foreign to the immediate purpose of this treatise. On any view 
they deserve a prominent place in the study of the Ionic 
Renascence. Though convinced that the study of the pseudo- 
Jonists is barren of great results for.the restoration of Ionic 
forms in the texts of the early Ionic prosaists, the importance 
of the revival of Ionic literature seemed to me sufficient to 
justify a portrayal of the form assumed by pseudo-Ionism in 
Aretaios, Arrian and Lukian. I have also placed under 
contribution the fragments of Abydenos’ Assyrian History, 
Uranios, Eusebios (perhaps an imitator of Demokritos), and 
Eusebios Myndios, that we may realize the more vividly how 
persistent has been the influence exerted upon later prose by the 
diction of its creators. 
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2.1 The Inscriptions. 


The treatises by Bechtel: Die Inschriften des tonischen Dialekts 1887, and 
Thasische Inschriften ionischen Dialekts im Louvre 1884, have rendered antiquated, 
so far as material is concerned, Erman De titulorwm TIonicorwm dialecto (Curt. 
Stud. V 249-310, 1872), and Karsten De titulorwm Ionicorum dialecto 1882. Be- 
sides the inscriptions in Bechtel’s collections, I have made use of those in 
Inmhoof-Blumer’s Griechische Miinzen, Head’s Historia Nwmorwm, and others 
which have appeared since the publication of Bechtel’s first-named work. 


So far as seemed advisable, every inscriptional form pertinent 
to a knowledge of Ionic phonology and inflection has been 
utilized. Wherever it was necessary to compare the date of any 
phonetic or inflectional change in Jonic with the date of a similar 
change in Attic, the latter dialect, in its stone records, has been 
drawn within the range of view. 

Of the epigraphical monuments of the dialect incorporated in 
Bechtel’s collection, there are in all at least fifty antedating the 
introduction of the Ionic alphabet into Athens at the close of 
the fifth century. These are equally divided between the sixth 
and the following century. For the study of the earliest Ionic 
prose it is unfortunate that no less than eighteen (of the twenty) 
metrical ee contained in Bechtel’s collection fall before 
the year 400 B.c.; thus materially reducing the number of 
documents by which the prose of the historians and philosophers 
may be illustrated. 

From the fourth century there are about a dozen inscriptions 
older than 350 B.c. when the integrity of the dialect 15 perceptibly 
weakened by the inroads of Attic. Dialectal forms continue to 
appear as late as the third century after Christ, though in the 
latest period almost entirely in proper names. 


8.7 The Grammarians. We possess tractates on Lonic by: 


The author of περὶ διαλέκτων ἐκ τῶν ᾿Ιωάννου γραμματικοῦ 
τεχνικῶν, in Aldus Manutius’ Lhesaurus, Cornucopiae, et 
Horti Adonidis. 

Gregorios of Corinth. 

Grammaticus Leidensis, 

Grammaticus Meermannianus, 

Grammaticus Augustanus, 


In Schaefer’s edition 
of Gregorios. 


Furthermore, excerpts from a Paris and from a Vatican MS. 
(in Schaefer’s edition of Gregorios), and the Birnbaum excerpt 
in Sturz’ Etymologicum Gudianum. 

On the relation of Gregorios’ treatise to the lost work of 
Johannes Grammaticus or Philoponos, on their sources, and on 
the interdependence of all the above mentioned briefer sketches, 
see the introduction to AToLic § 8. 
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Completely lost, or preserved only in part by a process of 
silent transmission, are the treatises dealing immediately with 
the Ionic dialect and of a period far anterior to the work of 
Johannes Philoponos, which falls in the sixth century of our 
era. Besides the many works on glosses and on dialects which 
we cannot prove to have discussed either exclusively or mainly 
the Ionic dialect, there are the following whose titles have come 
down to us: 

Philoxenos of Alexandreia περὶ τῆς ᾿Ιάδος διαλέκτου καὶ τῶν 
λοιπῶν, περὶ τῶν παρ᾽ Ὁμήρῳ γλωσσῶν, Trypho περὶ τῶν παρ᾽ 
“Oppo διαλέκτων καὶ Σιμωνίδῃ καὶ Πινδάρῳ καὶ ᾿Αλκμᾶνι καὶ τοῖς 
ἄλλοις λυρικοῖς, and Apollonios Dyskolos περὶ ᾿Ιάδος.ς That the 
dialect of Eretria received attention is certain not only from 
Plato, but also from a passage in Athenaios (VII 284 B), where 
mention is made of the περὶ διαλέκτων of Dionysios Iambos, the 
teacher of Aristophanes of Byzantium. Aristophanes in his 
lexicon to Homer carried on the work which had been begun 
by Demokritos (περὶ Ὁμήρου ὀρθοεπείης καὶ περὶ γλωσσέων) and 
continued by the popular work of Philetas. Though these 
Homeric lexica dealt rather with studies of the vocabulary of 
the poet than with the inflectional and morphological aspect of 
his diction, they may have contained much that was instru- 
mental in defining the position of Old Ionic. Kallimachos 
compiled a πίναξ τῶν Δημοκρίτου γλωσσῶν. In later times 
there were collections of λέξεις, and treatises on Herodoteian 
vocabulary, e.g. Apollonios’ ἐξήγησις τῶν “Hpoddrov γλωσσῶν. 

In like manner side lights must have been cast upon the 
structure of Hippokratic Ionic by the τῶν παρ᾽ ἹἹπποκράτει λέξεων 
συναγωγή of Hrotianos, the τῶν τοῦ Ἱπποκράτους γλωσσῶν ἐξήγησις 
of Galen, and by the glossary of Herodotos Lykios. But little 
seems to have drifted from the numerous commentaries upon 
Hippokrates into the later grammatical literature. Herodian 
mentions Hippokrates twice only. 

The Homeric glossary of Apio and the similar work of 
Herodoros (or Heliodoros), both of which were based upon the 
labours of Aristarchos, proved important sources of information 
to Hesychios and Eustathios; and show it to be possible that 
similar, but more strictly phonological, treatises of the best period 
of grammatical studies may have been placed under contribution 
by Eustathios, the “Ὁμήρου ἐπιμερισμοί, &e. The works of later 
grammarians, for example Johannes Philoponos, Theodosios, 
Charax, Timotheos and Choiroboskos (who wrote a treatise περὶ 
διαλέκτων), are based chiefly upon Herodian, whose observations 
upon Ionic deal almost exclusively with Homer. It is to be 
lamented that so much of Trypho’s dialectological researches 
has been engulfed by time. In having an eye for local 
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colour, Trypho had the preeminent virtue of a dialectologist. 
Apollonios Dyskolos, so far as we can judge from the treatise 
on the Pronoun, embraced in his researches the dialect of the 
Tonic logographers and philosophers, though Homeric forms are 
the chief point of attraction. 

The well-nigh universal failure of ancient grammar to notice 
the shading of sub-dialectal speech, and its neglect of the 
existence in the living language! of survivals from its dialect 
life weigh heavily against a dialect covering so great an extent 
of territory as Ionic. The narrower range of Aiolic forbids the 
expectation that its minuter variations had attracted the atten- 
tion of a race of scholars whose dialectological studies were 
pursued chiefly in connection with literature. In the case 
of Doric however, apart from the investigations of Trypho into 
the speech of Rhegion and Syrakuse (which followed in the wake 
of the study of Ibykos and Theokritos), the dialects of Krete, 
Lakonia, &c., were deemed of sufficient interest in themselves to 
invite research. 

To the splendour of the Homeric poems; to the general belief 
of the ancients that Homer was a distinct personality, by birth 
and residence an Jonian; and to the wealth of grammatical 
learning brought to the elucidation of his diction by the leaders 
of the Alexandrian school, is due in great part the fact that 
the Iliad and the Odyssey overshadow all other monuments 
of Ionic genius as the repositories of information concerning 
the Ionic dialect. Though to the rhetoricians of the empire 
Herodotos was the ἄριστος κανών of Tonic, yet both he and 
the other Ionic prosaists awakened attention too late to be saved 
from suffering comparative neglect at the hands of the earlier 
scholars, whose authority was absolute in the view of the later 
grammarians whose works have been directly transmitted to us. 

The result of this supremacy of the Homeric poems in the 
schools is clear. In almost every case in which we find in 
the grammarians the unqualified statement that this or that 
form is Ionic, it does not mean more to the modern dialecto- 
logist than that the form in question is Homeric. To such 
puerilities does this one-sidedness of view lead, that even tmesis, 
apocope, hyperbaton, &c., are called Ionic. Tzetzes is the chief 
sinner in this regard. 

The value of grammatical literature is not vitiated only by its 
subserviency, as regards Ionic, to the composite and artificial 
dialect of Homer and even of Hesiod. Words that are the 
property of all the dialects, or words that are not Ionic at all 


. A / 
1 Very rare are such observations as ἕως viv παρ᾽ Ἴωσιν of κολοβοκέρατο. 
κριοὶ κόλοι λέγονται, Schol. Ven. A on II 117. 
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are stamped as Ionic solely because they happen to occur in 
a writer whose diction contains Ionisms. Gregory (p. 522) says 
that Osiris was Ionic for Dionysos. In utilizing the testimonia 
adduced in this treatise, the considerations here stated should 
guard us against attributing undue importance to the evidence 
of even such authorities as Herodian. 


In the view of Herodian no word was worthy of discussion unless it was 
Hellenic, i.e. unless it occurred in literature or was used by the cultured 
classes of his day. All other words were vulgar (βάρβαρα). A word was 
Hellenic, if it occurred in but a single dialect author; a view that was disputed 
by some of Herodian’s contemporaries and predecessors. On the other hand, 
a word was non-Hellenic if it was the exclusive property of the popular 
speech, or if it occurred in inscriptions. In all Herodian there are but three 
references to inscriptions, and these are derived, not from the stones them- 
selves, but from literature. (Ionic, Doric, Aiolic, &e., scarcely ever include 
non-literary words.) Herodian could not escape meeting with vulgar words 
in the works on the manners and customs of different parts of Greece, or in 
the geographers and glossographers, though these sources were rarely em- 
ployed. But vulgar words need not conform to rule, and even if they do, 
they are rarely employed in illustration of the principle under discussion. 
Some grammarians possessed a more eatholic spirit than Herodian, who 
failed to develop the germ of truth in Sokrates’ remark (Krat. 409) that 
Hellenic words could be of barbarian origin. Herodian refused to derive 
a Hellenic word from one of vulgar source. In studying Herodian’s theory 
of dialectology it must not be overlooked that he thought the language of 
the epos was not that of an actual dialect. Choiroboskos and Gregory 
never doubt that Homer is an Ionic author. But Herodian does not 
refer exclusively to Homer when it is his intention to set forth the Lonic 
character of a form. See Stephan, De Herodiani Technici dialectologia, first part. 
Cf. note to § 25. 


Though the ancient learning increases our knowledge of Ionic 
by scarcely a single fact that we do not already know from a 
study of the literary monuments of the dialect, it is fortunately 
accessible in a form sufficiently early, and thus sufficiently pure, 
to control the aberrations of pseudo-Ionism. 

In the preparation of this volume the testimony of the following 
ancient grammarians, besides those mentioned in the beginning 
of ὃ 3, is adduced :— 

Trypho, Apollonios Dyskolos, Herodian, Hesychios, Etymo- 
logicum Magnum, Etymologicum Gudianum, the Etymologicum 
of Orion, Theodosios, Choiroboskos, Eustathios, Priscian’s Syntax 
in Maximus Planudes’ Greek translation ( Bachmann, Ἵτ 
105-166), the Ὁμήρου ἐπιμερισμοί (Cramer? s Anecd. Ox, vol. I), 
Tzetzes’ Exegesis of the Iliad, the minor tractates in the Anecdota 
Oxoniensia, Parisiensia, in Bekker’s and Bachmann’s Anecdota, 
the scholia on Hesiod (quoted according to Gaisford’s lines), and 
the scholia of Venetus A on the Iliad (Dindorf, vol. I and 11). 
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Phavorinus I have passed over, but the pseudo-Drakonian treatise 
περὶ μέτρων ποιητικῶν, dating from 1545-55 and the work 
of a Greek named Diassorinos, has been quoted here and 
there for the purpose of showing what views on Ionic were 
possible under the Renascence. ‘The Aldine edition was suc- 
cessful in foisting upon Herodotos many non-Ionic forms which 
tend to reappear in modern editions; and it can be shown 
that the copyists of the Renascence have perverted the original 
reading because of their theories as to the love of Ionic for open 
vowels. The grammarians are quoted when they say outright 
that a form is Ionic, not when their statements point merely by 
implication to such an opinion. 


Geographical Divisions of Ionic. 


4.| It is upon the evidence of the stone records alone that we 
are justified in assuming a threefold division of the Ionic dialect. 


(1) The Western Ionic of Euboia. 


A. Chalkis and colonies: Kyme and Neapolis, Rhegion, 
Terone, Olynthos, Amphipolis, Ainea. 

B. Eretria with its colonies, Mende, Oropos. 

C. Styra. 

D. Kyme. 

(2) Ionic of the Kyklades. 

A. Naxos with its colony Amorgos (Arkesine or -es, Aigiale)?. 
Keos. 

B. Delos. 
Paros with its colonies Thasos, Neapolis in Makedonia, 

and Pharos. 

Siphnos. 

C. The remaining Kyklades: Andros, Ios, Mykonos. 


(3) Ionic of Asia Minor. The Jonians of Asia Minor were 
the only division which in historic times bore the ethnic name 
‘Tonians.’ 


A. The Twelve Cities. 
(a) Miletos, and colonies: Prokonessos, Iasos, Leros, Kyzikos, 

Zeleia, Parion (colonized from Miletos, Erythrai and 
Paros), Sinope, Pantikapaion, Theodosia, Olbia, Istros, 
Tomoi, Apollonia, Naukratis *. 
Myus (or Myes, cf. Steph. Byz.). 
Priene. 

1 Amorgos was colonized by Naxians, Samians, and Milesians. Inscrip- 

tions from Minoa are placed under Samos. 
2 The temple to Apollo was built by Milesians, the Hellenion by settlers 


from Chios, Teos, Phokaia, Klazomenai, Rhodes, ὅθ. The temple of Hera 
was the work of Samians. 
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(0) Ephesos : 
Kolophon and Smyrna (cf. Mimnermos 9). 
Teos and colonies: Abdera, Phanagoreia. 
Klazomenat. 
Phokaia with colonies: Lampsakos, Hyele, Segesta1, Massalia. 
Inscriptions from Lebedos are wanting. 


(c) Chios and Maroneia : 
Erythrai (participated in the founding of Parion). 


(4) Samos and colonies: Minoa in Amorgos, Perinthos, 
Samothrake, Naukratis, where the Samians erected a 
temple to Hera. 


B. Ionic cities in Karia: 
Halikarnassos. Mylasa. Olymos. Bargylia. Keramos. 
Aphrodisias. Tralles. 


5.| Western Ionic has not abandoned the rough breathing. 
Proper names derived from κλέος agree with the Attic inscriptions 
of the fifth century in ending in -κλέης, not in -κλῆς. -κλῆς 1s 
the older form upon the stone records of Attika. The genitive 
of proper names, whose second component part is an zofa stem, 
ends in τιδος, not in -.os. Herein too Western Ionic is in 
agreement with Attic. Whether this group had rr for oo of 
Island Ionic and Asiatic Ionie, is doubtful (ᾧ 371). 

Until we come into possession of documents of an antiquity 
sufficient to free their phonetical and inflectional system from 
the suspicion of Atticism, we are not in a position to hold that 
there are sharply marked differences in speech between the 
Chalkidians, Eretrians and Styrians. In the present state of our 
knowledge Eretrian Ionic seems to possess a more distinct 
individuality than that of Chalkis or Styra. It alone? shows 
examples of rhotacism, a phenomenon scarcely indigenous in Ere- 
tria, though its ultimate provenance is still a matter of dispute. 

In Eretria it was more usual than in the Chalkidian colonies 
to substitute -o. and -e. for final -w. and -ηι. Neither the Ionic 
of the Kyklades nor that of Asia Minor shows any tendency to 
permit this substitution, which comes to light in Western Ionic 
about 400 B.c. Attic influence, at least so far as -e. is concerned, 
accelerated the change in Ionic, for in Attic we find well-attested 
cases about 380 B.c. To the same cause are due the instances of 
ττ for oo in Eretria and Styra. 

When Western Ionic differs from that of the other divisions, 


1 Cf. Kinch, Zeit. f. Num., XVI 187; Meister, B. P. W. 1890, p. 672, Philol. 
1801, p. 607. 
* On Krnpivos an Eretrian, Styra 1943,, see ὃ 331. 
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its preferences are, with the exception of rhotacism, in the 
direction of forms of Attic complexion}. 

Western Ionic alone in the period of its dialect life under the 
Tonic aristocracies was barren of literary offspring. The princely 
houses of Chalkis fostered the cultivation of the epos. It was 
Hesiod’s glory to have gained a prize at a contest instituted at 
the funeral games of a Chalkidian. But whatever store of artistic 
capacity the Euboians may have received with their Ionic blood, 
so long as they remained in their Western home, they devoted it 
in great part to the manufacture of vases or of arms (Alkaios 15). 
It was only in the colonies sent out from Chalkis ?, in Leontini, 
Himera and Rhegion, the homes of Gorgias, Stesichoros, and 
Ibykos that Ionic genius, engrafting itself upon Doric, gave 
birth to a literature which it was not allotted to Euboian Ionic 
unaided to produce. There are indeed not wanting indications 
that Attic tragedy stood in closer relations to Stesichoros and 
Ibykos than to Pindar, Simonides, and Bacchylides. 


Two additional points have been emphasized in some quarters as charac- 
teristic of Euboian Ionic: the retention of the original ἃ and the preservation 
of fF. In ὃ 157 the cases of ἃ in the Ionic of Styra are submitted to an 
examination. There is no proof that any quarter of Ionic in a period of 
dialect autonomy has adopted the Attic ἃ. The Chalkidian vases with their 
inconsequent treatment of the dialects (Xdpa C. I. G. 7459, Nats 7460, Γαρυξόνης 
7582, &e.) are on a plane herein with some of Campanian origin. The 
digamma in fié, “OFarins, and Γαρυβόνης is due to the possible mixture of 
nationalities in Chalkis, as has been shown by Kretschmer in K. Z. XXIX 
390. βοικέων and fo: in the inscription from Rhegion (Bechtel 5 =Rob. 
I 180) may be ascribed to Doric influence (cf. Thuk, VI 5), since two 
idioms have contributed their quota to the document in question. 


6.| Ionic of the Kyklades. In the group consisting of Naxos 
and Keos we observe that the palaeographic distinction, which 
seems to denote an original difference in the pronunciation of 
» = LE é (written E) and ἡ = IN ὦ (written Ε or H, see § 166), 
was retained a century longer than was the case in the group 
formed by Delos, Paros, and Siphnos. But since this variation 
is merely chronological, and since there are no linguistic data 
known to us justifying a separation of the Kyklades into two 
sub-dialects, we may regard the dialect of these islands as one. 


1 The encroachment of isolated Attic forms such as ξένος Oropos 180, is 
to be distinguished from the constant displacement of Ionic. ξένος occurs 
in Miletos 100,, perhaps of the fifth century. I have not ventured to con- 
stitute the use of és, εἰς a criterion of sub-dialectal differentiation. Asiatic 
Tonic and the Ionic of the Kyklades haye és, while Western Ionic has both 
eis and és, a juxtaposition that is found in Homer and in Attic. Cf. § 715. 

2 It may not be inappropriate to notice that Chalkis, preeminently the 
literary centre of Euboia, was the birthplace of Isaios and of Lykophron. 
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Retaining the rough breathing, which is well attested in the 
case of the Parian Archilochos!, the Ionic of the Kyklades thus 
forms the bridge which leads from Western to Eastern Ionic. It 
has furthermore -κλῆς not -κλέης, -vos not -ἰδος (ὃ 5). 


7.| Eastern Ionic is characterized chiefly by the early dis- 
placement of the rough breathing. The evidence of literature 
confirms to a considerable extent the testimony of the inscriptions, 
which speak with no uncertain voice against the existence of the 
asper save in compounds. Asiatic Ionic, like that of the Kyklades, 
has -κλῆς and -vos (ὃ 5). Of less importance is the fact, that 
of the few Ionic examples of τῇ for τῆι in the dative all are 
found on the Asiatic mainland. 


8,| Geographical Divisions of the Ancients. Among the 
ancients the traces of a geographical and of a chronological 
division of Jonic refer almost exclusively to the dialect of the 
mainland of Asia Minor and of the adjacent islands. Euboian 
Tonic and the Ionic of the Kyklades, which play an important 
part in the modern classification of the sub-dialects, are, with 
the exception of a few isolated and unsupported statements of 
Lesbonax and some scattered notices as to Eretrian rhotacism, &c., 
excluded from the ancient geographical and the chronological 
division. From the point of view of literature they failed to excite 
the attention of the grammarians, whose field of observation 
rarely extended to an examination of local characteristics, and, if 
so extended, did not enable the critic to shake off his fearfulness 
in the face of authority *. Even if a strongly marked Nesiotic 
or Euboian Ionic had existed in his time, the mention of 
either by Herodotos, in the passage where he discusses the 
speech of Ionia, would not have been imperative. When Euboia 
comes within the horizon of Herodotos, it is to show that the 
Abantes took part in the colonization of Ionia by the Ionians 3 
(I 146), or to describe the colonies of the Chalkidians and 
Eretrians (e.g. VIII 46). The Kyklades too are mentioned by 
Herodotos chiefly with a view to showing that their Ionic colonists 
came by way of Athens*; a theory that was confronted by the 
imperial power of Athens in the fifth. century, with its tendency 
to dislodge the older legends and to affix to them an Attic 


1 Of the logographer Eudemos of Paros nothing has been preserved. 

2 See ὃ 9, end, Kdpyaos. 

3 Pausanias tells us that a Chian family traced its descent back to the 
Abantes, under which name the Euboians appear in the Catalogue of Ships. 
The Abantes were Phokians who made Euboia a halting place on the way 
to Chios. Amphiklos, who led the Hestiaians from Boiotia, found Abantes 
in Chios. Strabo has nothing to say of the speech of Euboia except in X 448 
(rhotacism). 

* Siphnos Hdt. VIII 48, Keos VIII 46, Naxos ibid. 
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colouring (Hdt. VIT 95, IX 106, Thuk. I 12, 4, Isokr. Pan. 43, 
44, Marm. Par. 27, &c.). 


9.] Mention is made of local divisions of Ionic in the following 
passages : 

(1 ) Western Ionic. Thuk. VI 5, of the dialect of Himera: 
καὶ φωνὴ μὲν μεταξὺ τῆς τε Χαλκιδέων καὶ Δωρίδος ἐκράθη. Les- 
bonax (An. Ox. IV 270 ff.): of Εὐβοεῖς τοῖς θηλυκοῖς ὀνόμασιν 
ἀρσενικὰ συνάπτουσιν ἐπίθετα: οἷον “ ἁλὸς πολιοῖο. ὁμοίως καὶ 
τοῖς οὐδετέροις ὀνόμασιν ἀρσενικὰ καὶ θηλυκὰ ἐπίθετα, καὶ μετοχὰς 
ἀρσενικάς τε καὶ θηλυκάς" οἷον, κόριον καλ(λ)ίστη, μειράκιον λέγων. 

Χαλκιδεῖς οἱ ἐν Εὐβοίᾳ, τοῖς ῥήμασι τοῖς συντασσομένοις δοτικαῖς 
αἰτιατικὰς πρότερον ἐπιφέροντες τὰς δοτικὰς συνάπτουσιν' οἷον, 
Διονύσιος ὁ Χαλκιδεύς" “ Μυρίνην τὴν ᾿Αμαζονίδα περιβλεψάμενος, 
ἔδωκεν αὐτῷ τὰς ἄλλας ᾿Αμαζονίδας μετακαλέσασθαι. 

Χαλκιδεῖς" τὰ ὁριστικὰ τῶν ῥημάτων εἰς μετοχὴν ἀναλύουσι καὶ 
ὑπαρκτικὸν ῥῆμα, λέγων εἰμί. 

Whether the statement: Κυμαίων, τὸ τοῖς ἑνικοῖς ὀνόμασι 
πληθυντικὰς ἐπάγειν ἐπιφοράς" οἷον, ἣ πύλη ἐκλ(ε)ίσθησαν" συστη- 
ματικὰ γὰρ ὄντα πρὸς τὸ νοούμενον ἔχει τὴν ἀναφοράν, ὡς καὶ τό, ὡς 
ἔφασαν 7) πληθύς, refers to the Ionic Kymaians is doubtful. 

On the ancient witnesses to rhotacism in Eretrian, see δὲ 331, 
332. 

An. Bachm. IT 2002 (on Lykophr. Alex. 21): ot ναῦται ἀπε- 
χώριζον, ἔλυον---καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς γῆς ἀπέτρεχον᾽"--εὐβοϊκὴ ἡ διάλεκτος" 
(in the margin βοιωτικόν ἐστι τὸ ἐσχάζοσαν) |. 

(2) Island Ionic. Whether Lesbonax’ remark (An.Ox.IV 270), 
that the islanders used the genitive instead of the dative (πλούσιος 
ἣν χρουσοῦ), has any special reference to the Ionians of the Kyklades 
is entirely uncertain. 

(3) Eastern Ionic. The locus classicusis Hdt. 1142: γλῶσσαν 
δὲ od THY αὐτὴν οὗτοι [οἱ Ἴωνες] νενομίκασι, ἀλλὰ τρόπους τέσσερας 
παραγωγέων. 

1. Μίλητος μὲν αὐτέων πρώτη κέεται πόλις πρὸς μεσαμβρίην, 
μετὰ δὲ Μυοῦς τε καὶ Πριήνη" αὗται μὲν ἐν τῇ Καρίῃ κατοίκηνται 
κατὰ ταὐτὰ διαλεγόμενοι σφίσι, 

2. αἵδε δὲ ἐν τῇ Λυδίῃ, Ἔφεσος, Κολοφών, Λέβεδος, Τέως, Κλα- 
Comeval, Φώκαια: αὗται δὲ αἱ πόλιες τῆσι πρότερον λεχθείσῃσι 
ὁμολογέουςι κατὰ γλῶσσαν οὐδέν, σφίσι δὲ ὁμοφωνέουσι. 

ἔτι δὲ τρεῖς ὑπόλοιποι ᾿Ιάδες πόλιες, τῶν αἱ δύο μὲν νήσους 
οἰκέαται, Σάμον τε καὶ Χίον, ἣ δὲ μία ἐν τῇ ἠπείρῳ ἵδρυται, EpvOpat. 


1 Cf. Tzetz. on Lykophr. 252, Aristophanes in Eust. 1761:0. For Χαλκιδαϊικῆς 
in An. Bachm. II 400, read Χαλκιδικῆς. In Bekk. An. III 1294, these forms 
are called Chalkedonian (cf. An. Ox. IV 182,,), doubtless through confusion 
with Chalkidian, because, on one view, Chalkedon was settled by ‘Chalkidians. 
These -σαν forms may have been borrowed from Boiotia. 
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Ὁ Χῖοι μέν νυν καὶ ἜΒρυθραῖοι. κατὰ τὠυτὸ διαλέγονται. 

4. Σάμιοι δὲ ἐπ’ ἑωυτῶν μοῦνοι. οὗτοι χαρακτῆρες γλώσσης 
τέσσερες γίνονται. 

Constantin. _Porphyr. de Themat. p. 42 makes the colourless 
statement: καὶ ἀπὸ μὲν τῆς Μιλήτου μέχρι τῆς ᾿Εφεσίων πόλεως, 
καὶ αὐτῆς Σμύρνης, καὶ Κολοφῶνος, ᾿Ιώνων ἐστὶ κατοικία, οἵτινες 
τῇ τῶν ᾿Ιώνων διαλέκτῳ χρῶνται. Then he says that from 
Kolophon to Klazomenai and on the opposite island of Chios we 
have Aiolic, Our inscriptions have no trace of Aiolism save in 
Chios. The dialect of the Ephesians is referred to An. Ox.119,, 
on ἄφαρ: καὶ Ἴωνες καὶ οἱ ᾿Ε φέσιοι ἀφαρεὶ λέγουσιν, τὸ εὐθέως Kal 
ἀσκόπως ποιεῖν τι, ἢ φθέγγεσθαι; 1 447:5 τὸ σκύβαλον σκύβωλον 
τῆς ᾿φεσίου (-wv?) διαλέκτου. Schol. on Tzetz. Chiliad. 642 in 
An. Ox. III 375.5: Βύκκων δὲ ὁ βρύχων, ἤτοι ὃ ὄνος, it TE 
Λυδοῖς καὶ τοῖς κατ᾽ Ἔφεσον Ἴωσι λέγεται. βίλλος Hdn. 1 158, ; 
ἐσσήν, see ὃ 25, note. The remark of the Gramm. Leidensis § 8: 
γεγόνασι δὲ αὐτῆς μεταπτώσεις δ΄ 15 the only trace of acquaintance 
with the quadrilateral division of Herodotos preserved in any 
Greek dialectologist. 

Lesbonax (An. Ox. IV 270, ff.) Κλαζομενεῖς τὸ πορεύομαι εἰς 
ἀγῶνα, πορεύομαι σὺν ἀγῶνι φασί. 

Κολοφώνιόν ἐστι τὸ ἔχον τὴν δοτικὴν ἀντὶ γενικῆς 1" οἷον, τὴν 
κεφαλὴν τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ. 

Πειρινθικόν ἐστιν τὸ τῇ αἰτιατικῇ ἐπιφέρειν εὐθεῖαν... .. 

᾿Ιώνων τῶν ἐπὶ Καρίας, τὸ τὰ χαρᾶς καὶ λύπης δηλωτικὰ ῥήματα 
γενικῇ συντάττειν ἀντὶ δοτικῆς᾽ οἷον, χαίρω τοῦ ἀνδρός, ἀντὶ τοῦ 
ἀνδρί: καὶ τὸ τῷ κυρίῳ καὶ τῷ προσηγορικῷ ὀνόματι ἄρθρα τιθέναι" 
οἷον, τὸν Πλάτωνα τὸν φιλόσοφον" τὸ τιθέναι τοῖς ῥήμασι περι- 
τ(τ)εύουσαν τὴν ἔχων μετοχήν᾽ οἷον, σπεύδεις ἔχων. 

The Schol. Ven. A on M 20 says Τυραννίων ὀξύνει τὸ Kdpnoos 
ὡς Παρνασσός" οὕτως yap ὑπὸ Κυζικηνῶν ὀνομάζεσθαι τὸν ποταμόν. 
ὁ δὲ ᾿Αρίσταρχος βαρύνει ὡς Κάνωβος. εἴπομεν δὲ ἐν ἑτέροις ὅτι 
οὐ πάντως ἐπικρατεῖ ἡ ἀπὸ τῶν ἐθνῶν χρῆσις καὶ ἐπὶ τὴν ᾿Θμηρικὴν 
ἀνάγνωσιν, ὅπότε περὶ τοῦ Γλισᾶντα (Β 504) διελάβομεν, εἴγε 
Διονύσιος ἱστορεῖ τοὺς ἐγχωριόυς συστέλλειν τὸ t καὶ μὴ περισπᾶν" 
τό τε Λύκαστος ὁ αὐτὸς ἱστορεῖ ὀξύνεσθαι, ἡμῶν ἀναγινωσκόντων 
βαρυτόνως (Β 647). The δημόται at Miletos bore the name 
γέργηθες, according to Eust. 1433,.; ζήτρειον was a Chian and 
Achaian word, Et. M. 411,,. On Chian v for ε, see § 155. 


Sub-Dialects of Eastern Ionic. 


10.| If we apply the criteria of phonology and inflection to the 
Ionic of the Twelve Cities in the endeavour to test the accuracy 


* Such observations of the dialectal use of cases occur elsewhere, e.g. Schol. 
Apoll, Rhod. A 794, ef. Schol. Ven. A on 58. 
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of Herodotos’ quadrilateral division, we find that the following 
inscriptional forms have been held to constitute possible mint- 
marks of the four sub-dialects. 

11.] The Ionic of Miletos. 1. ἱέρεω Olbia C. 1. G. 2058 Avs, 
33159 = Bechtel 128 (third or second century), Tomoi in Arch.- 
epigr. Mitth. VI 8, no. 14, has been taken as a gen. of ἱερής, also 
the Arkado-Kyprian form of ἱερεύς. ἱερέω is, on this view, from 
*iepfjo. ‘To the gen. tepéw in the dialect of a colony of Miletos 
we have the nominative iepéws in Miletos itself (Bechtel 100,). 
Another explanation of the form ἱέρεως (510) has been put forward 
by Dittenberger (Sy//. no. 376), who maintains that in the same 
manner as ἡμιέκτεων is derived from ἑκτεύς, 50 is ἀρχιέρεως derived 
from ἱερεύς ; and that from ἀρχιέρεως the nom. ἱέρεως could be 
abstracted. Cf. § 477. 

2. λάψεται Miletos 100,, and κατελάφθη 113, in Zeleia which 
in all probability was settled by Milesians. Cf. § 130. 

3. pn (not ὠρή) Miletos 100,, ;, , has been held to stand for 
οὐρή. Cf. Merry and Schol. H. Q. on ἄωροι py 89: ᾿Αρίσταρχος 
ἀκώλους᾽ τοὺς yap “Iwvas λέγειν φασὶ τὴν κωλῆν ὥρην καὶ ὡραίαν ". 
It is noteworthy that in no, 100 we have κωλῆν 1. 4. The 
comparison of ὥὥρη with οὐρή. upon which this peculiarity of the 
Milesian has been based, is defective. οὐρή is derived from ὀρσ- 
(O. H. G. ars), while ὥρη Ξε ὥρη is probably to be connected with 
Lat. s#ra (so Bechtel). A Milesian ὦ for ov of the other sub- 
dialects is at least not proven. 

4. ἀτε[λ]είην Kyzikos 108 B,, an exceedingly corrupt archaistic 
inscription, scarcely older than the first century B.c., represents 
an unsuccessful attempt at reviving the older document 108 A; 
and is hence worthless as a source of information concerning 
sub-dialectal differentiations. Though we have elsewhere no 
trace of ἀτελείη save in Hdt., all the inscriptions, even Eryth. 
199, (after 394 B.c.), having the Attic ἀτέλεια, there is no 
reason for assuming that the idiom of Miletos or any other 
quarter of Jonic territory had originally rejected the Ionic ending 
in this word. 

5. βησιλέως, quoted by Karsten (De titulorum Lonic. dialecto 
Ῥ. 18) from a Milesian inscription edited by Rayet in the Revue 
Arch, XXVIII 109, and proclaimed as a peculiarity of Karian 
Tonic, is nullified by βασιλεύς Mil. 100;. βησιλέως is indefensible, 
and nothing more than an orthographical slip, the stone having 
BHBIAEQS. 


12.] Lydian Ionic (Ephesos, &c.). The absence of inscriptional 
testimony of the fifth century from other portions of the territory 


1 See also Eustath. 1715,;. 
Cc 
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of the Twelve Cities renders valueless the claim that in δυνάμει, 
Teos 156 B 31, we have an instance of an inflectional peculiarity 
of ‘Lydian’ Ionic. See § 488. The dialect of Teos alone sup- 
ports a form δέχομαι (156 B 20, also in Amphipolis, where it may 
be Attic). The unaspirated form is known to us solely from the 
literary monuments. On ἐσσήν, an Ephesian title, see § 25, note. 


13.] The Ionic of Chios-Erythrai. 1. On the basis of Acovis, 
Maroneia 196, 1, and Acovédos, Eryth. 198, the claim has been 
set up that this sub-dialect has ¢ for. in this name. We have 
however Δεύνυσος in Anakr. 2,, 11 and AEO, probably for 
Δεονυσᾶδος, in Abdera 163, 1, a colony of Teos. This argument 
is as baseless as would be the contention that, on account of 
Διενύσωι, Amorgos 31, Island Ionic had ε for o. 

2, Gen. in -ev in the A declension, ’Ap]ynyérev Eryth. 201, 
narrow side l. 6, dating from the fourth century. Other examples, 
Eryth. 206 A 33, B g, C 35, are to be placed in the first quarter 
of the following century. This form is however not confined to 
Chios-Erythrai, since we have Πυθεῦ Smyrna 1.53.5. 

3. Gen. in - in the A 460]. (᾿Αννικῶ 174 C 13, ᾿Ασίω C 27, 
Πυθῶ D 4, Δυσῶ D17). But in Chios we have also -ew, and the 
-w forms recur in Halik. e.g. 240 A 38, B 3, and, when zota 
precedes, also in Abdera 163, 16. 

4. πόλεως Chios 174 A 13, B 12, a form found also in 
Xenophanes 29, 95. Cf. § 485. 

5. πρῆχμα Chios 174 B 17-18. But the variant μυριχμένας 
Archil. 30 (in B) cannot belong to a Chian sub-dialect. Cf. also 
ἐσμυριγμέναι" μεμυρισμέναι in Hesychios. 

6. ἀνηρίθευτοι Chios 174 B 25-26, whereas ἀνερίθευτος is the 
usual form (cf. C. 1. G. 2671,;, 2693 D 5). The absence of the 
word from any other quarter of the Ionic of the mainland forbids 
any argument on the question. 

7. éodijs Chios 175, (epigr.) may well be a form known to 
other quarters of the mainland. The absence of the @ is attested 
in Arkesine 35, and in Aiolic and Doric. There is no reason for 
holding it to be one of the Aiolisms of Chian Ionic. 

8. Subjunctives in -εἰ instead of -ηι: ποιήσει Chios 174 
A 12. The same proto-Hellenic termination comes to light 
in Teos and Ephesos. 

9. Subjunctives in -ωισι (λάβωισιν Chios 174 B 16-17) and in 
τοισι (πρήξοισιν 174 A 16-17, 20) are found in Chios alone. Since, 
however, they are alien to the character of Ionic they must be 
regarded as adventitious Aiolisms. 

10. The genitives of the numerals; δέκων Chios 174 D 14, 
τεσσ ερακ[ ὄντων 174 C 16, πεντηκόντων 174 Ὁ 8, ἐνενηκόντων 

26. ‘These genitives are, like the subjunctives in -wio. and 
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τ Aiolic loan-forms and not merely local variations of normal 
onic. 

See also below § 17, for points of contact between Chios and 
Erythrai, ; 

14.] The Ionic of Samos. δημιοργός for δημιουργός ΠΟΘ 
ἁλοργή 220,, and other forms § 297 III A, where it is shown that 
one and the same dialect may possess both δημιουργός and 
dnutopyds. Other divisions of the Ionic of the mainland may 
thus have had the -opyés forms. 

ΠΡριηλῆι or Πριηνῆι, Samos 212, is the only example of -ης from 
an nv stem upon Jonie soil. 


15.] Testimony of literature as to the existence of sub-dia- 
lects in Ionia. If we question the Ionic literature of the Asiatic 
mainland, the fragments of Kallinos and Hipponax of Ephesos, 
of Xenophanes and Mimnernos of Kolophon, and the remains 
of the prose writers whose birthplace was Miletos, we discover 
no trace whatsoever pointing to a differentiation in phonology 
and in inflection between the sub-divisions of Ionic territory, 
Tonic literature, at least in its extant condition, refuses to own 
the influence, save in the scantiest measure, of local form and 
pressure. Hipponax must have reckoned upon an ephemeral 
effect. In him we might think to find indications of Lydian 
phonology and inflection as well as words picked from the slums 
of Ephesos or Klazomenait. Yet his Billingsgate is inflected 
after the most orthodox Ionic fashion. 

The dominance of Ionic in the literary world of Hellas must 
at an early date have proved an insuperable bar to the admission 
into literature of word-forms not in accordance with the canons 
of a catholic taste. Had the epos pressed with less weight upon 
the development of Jonic lyric genius; had Ionia been the home 
of a spontaneous and individual melic poetry unaffected by the 
advent of Attic tragedy ; and had Ionia been spared the fall of 
Miletos with the ultimate stagnation of its political and literary 
aspirations attendant upon that disaster, then and then only 
might we with reason have indulged the hope of discovering 
-in the monuments of Ionic literature some of those mint-marks 
of sub-dialectal differentiation which can scarcely have failed 
to exist in that long stretch of territory, extending from the 
Aiolis to the Karpathian Sea, which had fallen under Ionic sway. 


16.] It is then to the inscriptions as a court of last appeal 
that we must turn in the endeavour to test the accuracy of the 


1 The diction of Hipponax excited the attention of the grammarians only 
less instantly than did that of Herodotos. Cf. Herodian II 282,;=Et. M. 
20402, βόλιτον᾽ βόλβιτον δὲ Ἴωνες, of τε ἄλλοι καὶ Ἱππῶναξ, and see Stephan De 
Herodiani Technici dialectologia, p. 22. On Lydian yocables in Hipponax see § 44. 
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Herodoteian, or of any other, system of sub-division. Owing to 
the paucity of material at command, the evidence of the very 
few phenomena, which seem to point in the direction of sub- 
dialectal differences, is vitiated by the fact that it largely rests 
upon the argument from silence. By far the larger portion of 
the stone records represent, not the easy flow of the dialect 
of the people in its unconstrained simplicity, but an official Ionic, 
which, though perhaps not as formal as the decrees of some 
non-Ioniec states, is nevertheless impatient of the lengua rustica. 
The fate of Ionia in ancient and mediaeval times, its exposure 
to the political influence of Persia on the one hand, and, on 
the other, to the sway in the domain of language exercised 
by Athens, have alike contributed to the uprooting of the idiom 
of the soil. Of all the phonetic and inflectional phenomena pre- 
sented above there are but few which are sufficiently character- 
istic to deserve the dignity of being accounted criteria of 
sub-dialectal difference. 

These are the forms of Aiolie texture in Chios, and certain 
peculiarities of the dialect of Miletos. Is this scanty evidence 
corroborated by other testimony ? 


17.| Dialect of Chios-Erythrai. The only possible ground 
for admitting the existence of a sub-dialect of Chios-Erythrai 
is the presence of Aiolism. In § 13 we have seen that the sub- 
jJunctive terminations -ωἰσι(») and -οισι(ν), and the genitives of 
the numerals 10, 40, 50, 90 have been enfranchised in Chian Ionie. 
Other traces of Aiolism are as follows. The name of the highest 
mountain in Chios is HeAwvator, though Meineke in Strabo 
XIV 645 edits Πελιναῖον. That the form with the geminated 
nasal is correct is evident from Πέλιννα, name of a city in 
Hestiaiotis (Catalogue Brit. Mus. Coins, Thessaly, 38). Βόλισσος, 
name of a city on the west coast of Chios mentioned by Thuk. 
VIII 24, 3, was by some regarded as Aiolic. See Steph. Byz. 

All these Aiolisms are Chian. In Erythrai we have the epic 
and Aiolic dpyevvdy in “Apyevvov mentioned by Strabo XIV 64 5 
(ἄκρα τῆς EpvOpaias). The geographical extension of this name 
of a promontory is seen by its occurrence in the Troad, Lesbos, 
and Sicily. ᾿Αργεννοῦσσαι is supported by a good MS. Thuk, 
VIII 101, 2. An dpyewds appears never to have come into 
vogue. 

From the point of view of phonology the links between Chian 
and Erythraian Tonic are exceedingly weak. Names of places, 
unless bearing the distinct impress of a dialect and agreement 
in vocabulary or in cult, prove but little in the case of con- 
tiguous localities. With Καύκασα, name of a harbour of 
Chios, Καυκασέ[α]ς upon a recently discovered Chian inscription 
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(Berl. Phil. Wochenschr. 1889, p. 1195), we may compare 
Apollo Καυκασεύς and Artemis Καυκασίς, Eryth. 206 A το. 
Kotha appears to have been a locality in both Chios and 
Erythrai (᾿Απόλλωνος ἐγ Κοίλοις 206 B 29). Dittenberger has 
suggested (Jenaer Litt.-Zeit. 1877, p. 569) that the χέλληστυς 
a ᾿Ερυθραί[ ν] C. I. G. 2168 B=C. D. I. 278 may point 
to a closer connection between Aiolic and Chio-Erythraian. 
Both the dialect of Chios (183 A 46) and that of Erythrai 
(201,,) have retained the old word οἴη village}, one of those 
hidden treasures which are continually forcing their way upwards 
in the bosom of the earth in order to reach the light, and whose 
possession by any one sub-dialect can never be proven. To the 
joint possession of this word by the dialects of Chios and Erythrai 
a fictitious importance may easily be attached. ἄδος was known 
solely through a passage in Hipponax and an Hesychian gloss, 
until it appeared in an inscription from Halikarnassos. 

Until there are discovered prose monuments of the Ionic of 
Erythrai equalling in antiquity the Chian document no. 174, 
which dates back to the fifth century, we must remain in 
ignorance as to whether the bond which united Chian and 
Erythraian according to Herodotos was or was not the presence 
of an Aiolic element. πεντήκοντα and τριήκοντα, each in com- 
bination with a genitive, in Eryth. 202,,,,, dating from about 
350 B.c., do not disprove the existence of an Aiolic ingredient 
in Erythraian. 


Roehl (1. G. A. no. 381) noticed that λάβωισιν and πρήξοισιν were not 
Ionic ; Schulze, Hermes XX 393, regarded as a matter of chance the agreement 
between λάβωισιν and Aiolic forms in -wow. Bechtel, Ion. Inschr. p. 110, 
remarked that Chios, so far from being originally Ionic, was Ionized only at 
a tolerably late period. He might have noticed the observation of Pausanias 
VII 4, το: οὐ μέντοι ἐκεῖνό γε εἴρηκε (Ion of Chios) καθ᾽ ἥντινα αἰτίαν Χῖοι 
τελοῦσιν ἐς Ἴωνας. Though a colony of the Abantes of Euboia (see above § 8), 
Chios must have contained both Aiolians and Ionians, and have become 
definitively Ionic under the pressure exercised by Miletos and the Panionion. 
It is incorrect to imagine that Chios was first Aiolic, then Ionic. The 
dialect must have been mixed at a very early period. 


18,] Dialect of Miletos. Upon such a weak foundation as 
the possession of idpews, gen. ἰέρεω and λάψεται, κατελάφθη it 
is futile to erect a Milesian dialect. And yet this is the sole 
evidence to be extracted from the inscriptions. tépews was Attic 
as we learn from the scholiast on Dionys. Thrax in Bekk. An. 
p. 1197, and if Attic, why not Samian as well as Milesian ? 


1 Of, olarray’ κωμητῶν. οἷαι γὰρ af κῶμαι Hesych., Hdn. I 302, Cf. Attic 
“Oa, “Qa, an Attic deme of the tribe of Pandionis ; “On (Οἰῆθεν), a deme of 
Oineis, See Kyprran § 38. 
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The mere fact that Herodotos has traces of the theme λαβ 
where we should expect Aap B (but cf. § 130), possibly of tépews — 
for ἱερεύς or ἰρεύς (δ 477), or that δασέα is Milesian (ᾧὃ 167), can- 
not lead to the belief that the diction of a native of Halikarnassos 
was Milesian. That the language of Herodotos should have 
been the Ionic of his native city, which early in the fifth 
century abandoned Doric for Ionic, at least in its state-documents, 
or that it should have been Samian Ionic, was impossible in view 
of the overshadowing influence of Miletos. If any sub-dialect 
was elevated by the early prose writers to a position of supremacy 
in literature, a Tuscan amid less polished idioms, there can be no 
question that it was that of Miletos. 

The influence of Miletos upon the pan-Ionic πανήγυρις estab- 
lished the orthodox creed that none should be regarded as genuine 
Tonians save those who accepted Kodrids as their oikists. Phokaia 

“had to purchase admission to the Ionic league at the price of 
Kodrid rule. At Miletos were born Thales, Anaximander, 
Anaximenes, Kadmos, Dionysios and Hekataios. Pherekydes 
came from the neighbouring Leros. Prokonnessos, the home of 
Bion and Deiochos, and Lampsakos, whence came Charon, were 
both colonies of Miletos. Phokylides has the Milesians in mind 
when he says :— 


πολλοί TOL δοκέουσι σαόφρονες ἔμμεναι ἄνδρες, 
σὺν κόσμῳ στείχοντες, ἐλαφρόνοοί περ ἐόντες. 
Demodokos levels his blow at them :— 


Μιλήσιοι ἀξύνετοι μὲν 
> > | te lan ΕΣ er τὰ YA 
οὐκ εἰσί, δρῶσιν δ᾽ οἷά περ ἀξύνετοι. 
Anakreon wrote before the Ionic Revolt :— 
πάλαι KoT ἦσαν ἄλκιμοι Μιλήσιοι. 


In the struggle of the two! Tonic alphabets for mastery that 
of Miletos gamed the day as early as the sixth century, and 
spread in course of time over all Ionia. The so-called “Tonic? 
alphabet is in reality the alphabet of the chief city of Ionia. In 
the field of numismatics we find that the electrum staters of the 
Milesian standard were in vogue in the sixth century among 
Tonians not connected with Miletos by colonial ties 2. 


* See Hirschfeld Rhein. Mus. XLIV p. 467, who supposes the two groups to 
have been developed by the eighth century and that @ was added by the 
Milesians by the seventh century at the latest. 

* To the later Greeks Miletos was naturally the centre of Ionic civiliza- 
tion, Herakleides Pontikos calls the Milesians the representatives of the 
Tonic race. In discussing the question of colonization and the transference 
of the mother dialect to the colony, Miletos is the example chosen by the 
grammarians to represent Ionic. See An, Ox. IV 4235;=Choirob. 751,,;, and 
also Schol, Apoll. Rhod. A τοῦ. 
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The origin of an artistic vehicle of expression in Ionia must 
be sought in a territory, whose political supremacy and whose 
position as the rallying point of intellectual activity rendered it 
capable of becoming the dictator in the development of a literary 
dialect. The idiom of this locality, freeing itself, as the 
representative of the national culture, from the bondage of the 
less polished local usages, might well in time become the organ 
of the new prose literature. No city of Ionia can advance so 
cogent a claim to be regarded as the starting-point and home 
of this new literature as Miletos. The dialect of its cultured 
classes was as essential a foundation for the literary dialect 
of Ionia as was that of the cultured Athenians for the literary 
dialect of Attika. 

While it is tolerably certain therefore that the lancuage of the 
early logographers, more local in tone than that of Herodotos, 
was the idiom of their native city, it may not be a baseless 
theory to hold that the story of the downfall of Ionia was 
told by MHerodotos in the dialect of a city which was as 
much the eye of Ionia as Athens was of Greece. If we find 
in the development of Greek literature the operation of a law 
of Hellenic art, whereby the language of the original home left 
its impress upon any species of artistic composition, we shall be 
loath to deny that Herodotos may have followed in the main 
the norm established by his predecessors. 


19.| Whatever probability may be attached on literary grounds 
to the a priori assumption that of the four sub-dialects mentioned 
by Herodotos, one at least—that of Miletos—actually existed, 
it is idle to disguise the fact that it is impossible to prove 
Herodotos or his predecessors to have made use of that variety, 
or to demonstrate its existence on the lines of difference in pho- 
netics and in inflection. With the materials at present under our 
control, we are unable to cherish the hope of showing that there 
existed any clearly stamped sub-dialectal differences in the tra- 
ditional quarters of Ionic. In the case of Chios only we have 
found that there is astratum of Aiolic forms of sufficient authority 
to warrant our setting apart Chian Ionic as provided with the 
requisites of sub-dialectal differentiation. rythraian Ionic, so 
far as we know its structure at the present day, presents too 
little Aiolic colouring to admit of being classed in the same 
category as Chian. 

20.] Now if Herodotos’ quadrilateral division is based upon 
the modern assumption that the only satisfactory tests of dialect 
eolouring are yielded by phonology and by schemes of inflection, 
the historian would seem to err when he says that the language 
of Ephesos, Kolophon, Lebedos, Teos, Klazomenai, and Phokaia 
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is ‘totally different’ from that of Miletos, Myus and Priene. 
If we grant that the evidence might be increased by later 
discoveries, we are nevertheless at present in possession of data 
sufficient to warrant the conclusion that there was no radical 
difference, at least in the inflections, between the Ionic of Lydia 
and that of Karia. The inflections in the monuments discovered 
outside of the territory embraced by the Ionic Dodekapolis 
cannot be said to vary in any essential feature from those current 
among the original Ionic cities. Literary and inscriptional 
monuments unite in proclaiming the fact that Ionic does not 
offer such marks of dialect differentiation as meet us in the 
investigation of other dialects, both those of wider and those of 
narrower geographical extension. 


21.] But does the delimitation of Herodotos rest upon the 
modern conception that phonology and inflection determine 
dialect character? His system of division would assume a 
totally different complexion, and at the same time lose much 
of its apparent value, if he held that differences in vocabulary 
constituted criteria of sub-dialectal differentiation, and that the 
presence of sporadic loan-words from contiguous speech-centres 
gave to a dialect its peculiar colour. On this view, which is 
held to have been that of the historian by such eminent dialecto- 
logists as Kirchhoff and Bechtel, Herodotos’ second τρόπος 
would be an Ionic interfused with Lydian, such as Hipponax’ 
βεβρός and κονίσκε!. The Ionic of Miletos, Priene, &c., would 
then contain an admixture of Karian words”, and the Ionic of 
Chios- Erythrai be interpenetrated with Aiolisms; while the dialect 
of Samos alone would represent uncontaminated Jonism?. 

Apart from the intrinsic probability or improbability of the 
view that Herodotos’ theory of the nature of dialect differences 
was different from that now in vogue, we know of no Karian 
word (not a proper name) adopted either by the Milesian folk- 
dialect or by literature. If, as seems probable, Karian belongs 
to the Indo-European family, there is no trace in any Jonic word 
of the adoption of a Karian deaspiration of I. E. gf, dh, and dh, 
a deaspiration which Karian seems to possess in common with 


1 The ancient grammarians rarely cite Lydian words or Lydian usage of 
Hellenic words. Cf. Hust. 108234 (ἁγνεών -- πορνεῖον) and §§ 9, 44. 

* Karian was not an ill-sounding language according to Strabo (XIV 662), 
peo ie Philip, author of Kapucd, to the effect that it adopted many Hellenic 
words. 

* No coincidences between the language of Hdt. and that of Samos (e.g. 
ipopyla: Hdt. V 83, Sam. ἅλοργά 220.,) suffice to rehabilitate Giese’s view, 
exploded half a century ago, that the New Ionic of the historian was that of 
Samos. It is noteworthy, however, that Giese defended the proposition that 
the Ionic of Samos was ‘less mixed’ than that of Lydia. (Der acolische Dialekt 
PP. 152, 153). 
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Balto-Slavonic ; nor do any of the phenomena which indicate 
that Lydian followed a different path from that followed by 
Hellenic in its treatment of I. E. sounds occur in Tonic. 


22.| The rhetoricians and dialectologists of antiquity did not, 
it is true, draw with sufficient precision the line between vocabu- 
lary and style on the one hand, and phonetics and inflection on 
the other, as dialectal standards. The rhetoricians, especially 
Hermogenes, believed that the ἐκλογὴ ὀνομάτων was the chief 
standard to be applied in the criticism of the dialect of the 
Tonic prose writers. The ancient conception of ποικιλία, of the 
difference between ‘pure’ and ‘mixed’ Jonic, and in part the 
confusion between ᾿Ιωνικῶῷῶς and ποιητικῶς, have their root in 
the belief that vocabulary and style are the mint-marks of a 
dialect 1. 

Under the influence of sources in which the theories of the 
rhetoricians are visible, Gregory of Corinth is not infrequently 
led into quoting a word as Ionic, not because of its Ionic 
complexion, but because of its occurrence in an Ionic author 
(cf. § 79 ff. and above § 3). But if the grammarians of greater 
calibre, and in the main even such magistel/i as Gregory, do not 
lose sight of the fact that phonetic and inflectional changes are 
the essential points to be held in view, it must give us pause 
before we assume that Herodotos, whose brain was not befogged 
by the canons of the rhetoricians, should have been completely 
in the dark. The merest boor, who says of a visitor from 
another dialect district that he does not speak ‘correctly,’ refers, 
not to the choice of words, but to the variations in sound and 
inflection which stamp the stranger as less cultivated in his 
estimation. Herodotos’ elder contemporary Aischylos saw clearly 
enough what constituted dialect speech, In the Choeph. v. 563 
Orestes says :— 


ἄμφω δὲ φωνὴν ἥσομεν ἸΤαρνησσίδα 
γλώσσης ἀὐτὴν Φωκίδος μιμουμένω. 


And yet in the face, not only of the evidence of literature and 
inscriptions, but also of the distinct statement of Herodotos 
as to the complete difference in character between the speech of 
Miletos and that of Ephesos, it is difficult to arrive at any other 
conclusion than that the presence of Karian and of Lydian words 
affixed to two of the τρόποι their distinctive character. It may 
not, however, be over-bold to maintain that, inasmuch as the exact 


1 The preeminent position occupied by vocabulary in the rhetorical studies 
of the Hadrianic age is evident from the attitude of Lukian in his critical 
remarks on Thukydides. See below, § 25, note, for examples of the study of 
Ionic vocabulary. 
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scale of pronunciation! current in different quarters of Ionia 
is involved in obscurity; inasmuch as the laws of contraction 
and crasis are treated with a freedom sufficient to yield varying 
results; inasmuch as our inscriptional material presents not a 
single instance of the occurrence of ἑωυτῶν and congeners, of 
κ for π in κῶς, κότε, &c.—distinctive features separating Ionic 
from all other dialects—and since we are confronted, even in 
the few epigraphical documents at present known, with isolated 
phenomena whose wider extension cannot be disproved ; it may 
not, I say, be over-bold to assume that some of these matters 
played a part in the system of sub-dialect division which has been 
handed down to us by an Ionian. The student of the Greek dia- 
lects has always to bear in mind the fact, too often neglected, that 
contemporaneous evidence is of a peculiar value. Its conclusions 
may be based upon shadings of vowel and consonantal sound too 
elusive to -warrant graphical representation. Nor can it be em- 
phasized too strongly that the different sections of Greece assumed 
very different attitudes towards the graphical representation of 
the sounds of their dialects. In those dialects which had 
developed a literature at a very early period we find a thorough- 
going objection to phonetic spelling; while in others, subject 
to the control of scarcely any literary monuments (as Boiotian), 
or none at all (as Eleian or Arkadian), we find, even in the official 
documents, the widest divergence from the form adopted by the 
language elsewhere. If the dialectologist of future generations, 
endeavouring to establish dialectal divisions of the speech of 
England or America, or seeking to mark the differences between 
English and American, or German and Austrian, or Swiss pro- 
nunciation, had a material as limited as the Ionic material in our 
possession, could he by any possibility succeed in his attempt? The 
Herodoteian quadrilateral division, if it deserves any recognition 
at the hands of modern dialectologists, must be regarded as 
a division based upon observation of the distribution of phonetical 
and inflectional phenomena, If it is false, we are for the present 
at least unable to demonstrate the existence of any other. 


Bechtel has suggested? that augmented inscriptional material may ulti- 
mately enable us to dispose the sub-dialects of Ionia as follows :—(1) South 
Ionic (Miletos, Ephesos*, Samos), free from the admixture of any Hellenic 
dialect. (2) North Ionic (Chios), with Aiolic ingredients. (3) Halikarnassian 


1 That the pronunciation of oc, for example, was not uniform, may be in- 
ferred from the T=oo in Halikarnassos (238,), Mesembria (Rob. I, § 75), Teos 
(Ὁ Bechtel 156 B 23), and the interrelation between oo and rr in the allied 
Attic dialect. 

* Die Inschriften d. ion. Dial. p. vii. 

5 The Aiolic τριοῖσι in Hipponax 51 is a puzzle if the speech of Ephesos is 
pure Ionic. 
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Ionic, with Dorie ingredients. Without further evidence, so tentative a 
scheme, though plausible in itself, can scarcely be adopted. As yet we have 
no inscription that might represent the third division’. 


Chronological Divisions of Lonie. 


23.| The actual life of the Ionic dialect begins in its earliest 
ascertainable form with the Homeric epos and ends languidly 
in the second or third century after Christ, though its arti- 
ficial life was prolonged by the canons of literary tradition to 
a period considerably later. The retention of that ἡ which is 
specifically Ionic, the genitive im -vos from stems in zofa, and the 
non-contraction, at least in writing, of some forms of the adjectives 
of material in -eos, were the most carefully guarded heirlooms of 
the dialect. Their preservation in inscriptions in the latest period 
of its existence is due solely to the conservatism of the lapidary 
style. 

From about the middle of the fourth century before Christ the 
history of Ionic is a history of the gradual displacement of the 
dialect due to the vigour of its rival Attic. (In the fourth 
century Aiolic could scarcely hold its own against the intruder 
which was sapping the strength of Ionic, and in the preceding 
century the name Aiolian is merged in that of Ionian in 
the public documents of Athens.) Though in the detailed 
examination of the dialect care will be taken to delineate its 
history as a living idiom, from the time it first encountered 
the strong hand of Attic till its final extinction, our interest 
in the life of the dialect is necessarily centered in the period 
when it was a controlling force in the development of Greek 
literature. Ionic was the dialect of the literary world? from 
at least the eighth century until it was dislodged from its 
commanding position by the dialect of Athens. lonic was in 
all probability the official medium of communication adopted by 
the semi-Hellenic world of Makedonia and by the barbarian 
courts of Persia and Egypt*. By the end of the fourth century 


1 ῬΑλικαρνατίεωὴν Becht. Halik. 238,=Rob. 145, is the only possible trace, 
and that in a proper name, of Dorie a4. The same inscription has ᾿Αλικαρ- 
νησσόν 1. 41. In a Vienna papyrus (Philologus XLI 746 ff.) of the fourth 
century B.c. we find (1. 3) ταὐτοσαυτο(ῦ), which suggests the possibility of the 
writer being a Dorian from Halikarnassos (cf. ᾿Αρτεμισίη in 1. 1). Kretschmer 
K.Z. XXX 572 suggests that Herodotos’ ἄμπωτις is a loan form from Dorie. 
Ὁ Ὁ 715: 

3 ΤῊΝ however (XXXIX 15), says of the language of a woman from 
Smyrna that it was καθαρῶς Ἰωνικόν. Cf. XIV 13-15, XXI1, XXV τό (Tauch.), 
and Lobeck Aglaoph. II 997 ff., Tatian adv. Graec. p. 161, 

3 The Ionisms of the supposititious letters of Pittakos indicate the belief of 
the ancients that Ionic was the literary language before Attic. 

4 Of. the spurious letters of Artaxerxes and Amasis. 
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Attic had become the language of Philip, Alexander, and Anti- 
pater in their state letters (Cauer no. 430). Until the rise 
of Attic, every creative effort of Greek thought, save the 
Doric choral ode and the Aiolic love and drinking song, found 
expression in a dialect that was largely, if not wholly, Ionic. 
The earlier Aiolic epos lost its outlines as 1t merged into the 
Ionic poem under the hands of the bards, whose evanescent 
personalities unite under the name of Homer; the elegy, con- 
scious of its source, did not disclaim its Ionic origin under the 
hands of Theognis or other non-Ionians; the lampoon was 
impatient of the admixture of a non-Ionic element. Jonic was 
the language of science, philosophy, and history till almost the end 
of the fifth century. All who would appeal through the medium 
of prose to be heard in the world of Hellenic culture were com- 
pelled to write in Ionic, no matter whether their native city was 
Kos, Mitylene, Pergamon, Syrakuse or Rhegion, Just so in the 
early period of Teutonic literature, Hartmann, Wolfram and 
other poets used the tempered Bavarian dialect though they 
came from different quarters of Germany. At the period when 
the power of Ionic was most autocratic, Doric prose was still in 
swaddling-clothes which it was destined never to effectually cast off, 
and Attic prose did not exist. But by the time that her alphabet 
was becoming universally enfranchised throughout Greece, Ionia 
was effete. When the Renascence of the language of Herodotos 
and Hippokrates came with the Hellene-loving Hadrian, Ionic 
fell into the hands of Kappadokians, Bithynians or Syrians, who 
adopted it because of the fine archaic flavour it imparted or because 
it had become the technical vehicle of expression for the medical 
guild. Native Ionians, caring nothing for the rehabilitation of 
their mother tongue, wrote in the κοινή. 

The creation of an idea, even in the narrower sphere of dialect 
life, is attended by subsequent exhaustion or paralysis. When 
Ionic developed a prose literature, it had reached the last effort 
of an energy which for three centuries had been continuously 
creative. But, as if in compensation for the loss of its dominant 
position in literature, we find that now the dialect is widening 
the area of its influence. When the genius of the Ionic people, 
together with its liberties, was extinguished, and when in its home 
the dialect was succumbing more and more to the intrusion of 
Attic, we discover that other dialects are more and more display- 
ing a tendency to adopt forms of Ionic colouring. Notably is 
this the case in respect of ev for eo in. Doric idioms, In the 
third century other Ionisms are found in Kos. But the ripple 
which then scattered memorials of Ionic upon Doric and Aiolic 
shores, only followed in the wake of that more vigorous wave 
which carried Attic forms into a position from which they could 
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not be dislodged by the expiring efforts of dialect life. Ionic 
contributed a not inconsiderable contingent of forms and also of 
vocabulary to the κοινή. But it is as imprudent to claim that 
the κοινή 1s nothing more than a vulgar Ionic, carried throughout 
the world by the Ionians, the greatest of Greek colonists, and 
afterwards elevated to the rank of an organ of literature!, as it is 
ill-advised to give undivided attention to Photios? when he tells 
us that Ionic was Attic which had lost its ancestral flavour (τῆς 
διαλέκτου τὸ πάτριον) from contact with barbarians. 


24.| The ancient grammarians divided Ionic ὃ, from the point 
of view of its appearance in literature, into ἣ ἀρχαία “Ids and 
ἣ νεωτέρα or μεταγενεστέρα “Ids. A two-fold division of this 
nature was generally adopted in antiquity in the case of the 
other dialects. 
ἀρχαία “Ids connoted in the opinion of the ancients either (1) 
the dialect of the time of Homer, or (2) that of the period of the 
Ionian migration eastwards while the colonies were founding 
under Kodrid rule (Joh. Gram. 242 “H μὲν οὖν ἀρχαία ᾿Ιὰς peré- 
πεσε Tapa τὴν τῶν κατοικούντων παρατροπήν, διέμεινε δὲ ἕως 
ἐκείνων τῶν χρόνων, ὅτε ἐποιήσαντο ἤϊωνες τὰς ἀποικίας καὶ διεσπά- 
pyoav εἰς πλείονας τόπους, and so with slight verbal changes 
Greg. Korinth. p. 490). On this second view Old Ionic does 
not, differ from Old Attic ; which was the opinion of Strabo VII 
΄ b > a / 3 lan Ν, ἊΝ > If a 
333: τούτων (διαλ.) δ᾽ αὐτῶν τεττάρων οὐσῶν τὴν μὲν ᾿Ιάδα TH 
παλαιᾷ ᾿Ατθίδι τὴν αὐτὴν φαμέν (καὶ γὰρ “Iwves ἐκαλοῦντο οἱ τότε 
᾿Αττικοί, καὶ ἐκεῖθέν εἰσιν οἱ τὴν ᾿Ασίαν ἐποικήσαντες “Iwves καὶ 
χρησάμενοι τῇ νῦν λεγομένῃ γλώττῃ ᾿Ιἀδι). See below ᾧ 71, 


1 Thus Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Verhandl. deutsch. Phil. 1878, p. 40. The 
κοινή adopted not only words whose use had been confined to Ionie writers, 
but forms which bear marks of Ionie phonetics, e.g. shifting of aspiration, 
as κυθριδίοις in Clem. Alex., κυθρογαύλους in Josephos. Cf. Ἰαστί' Ἑλληνιστί, 
Hesych. The expression “Ids κοινή, in which, according to a view of some 
scholiasts, Theokritos XII and XXII are composed, is unique. It is unknown 
as a division of Ionic, and has no apparent connection with the relations 
of Ionic to the κοινή. See ὃ 118. 

2 Photios 640, on φάρμᾶκος in contradistinction to Attic φαρμακός ; ὄλιον ἢ 
βάρβαρον ἢ Ἰακόν, Ail. Dionys. in Eust. 1160,,. This theory of Ionic in some 
form or other reappears from time to time. Salmasius (De Hellen. Chap. 7, 
p- 427) held that Ionians from Attika, corrupted by contact with the 
βαρβαροφώνοις, Karians and Leleges, perverted their ancient speech until it 
adopted éwurds, λόγοισι, Πηληϊάδεω, δεσπότεα, kc. Latterly Hesselmeyer has 
found in Ionic a Pelasgian dialect ! 

3. Some thought that Ionic was the most ancient of the dialects (Bekk. 
Anecd. 11 786,,). : 

_* Cf. Eust. on Il. p. 8, 39. Many of the so-called Atticisms in Homer, 
according to the grammarians, are to be explained from their point of view 
of the identity of Old Attic and Old Ionic. Homer was even called a poet 
τῆς παλαιᾶς ᾿Ατθίδος. Ephoros appears to have been the first to set up the 
identity of the ἀρχαία ᾿Ατθίς with the Ids which is affirmed by Strabo. Ephoros 
was led to this view, not by linguistic evidence, but by historical conceptions. 
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where other evidence from antiquity to the same effect is adduced, 
and the interrelation of Ionic and Old Attic discussed. 

As the normal usage of the term O/d Attic referred to the 
dialect of a definite period in Athenian literature (cf. for example 
Dionys. Halik. p. 454,), so Old Ionic was generally applied to 
the dialect of the Homeric poems in contradistinction to the véa 
"Ids, of which Herodotos was regarded as the foremost repre- 
sentative. So in the case of Doric, ἣ νέα Awpis was the dialect 
of Theokritos, ἣ παλαιὰ Awpls that of Epicharmos and Sophron. 


Ionic was never divided by the grammarians into more than two divisions. 
The three-fold division of Attic, as usually adopted, covers merely the 
literature of the fifth and fourth centuries (Moiris 5.0. πλυνεῖς, yoAddas, 
Ailios Dionys. apud Eust. Od. 17615,). of παλαιοὶ Ἴωνες Hdn. II 6031, 64244= 
An. Ox. III 2373, 674,=Choir. 20y 2 3 of ἀρχαῖοι Ἴωνες Joh. Gr. 242, An. Ox. 
I 28.3, Hdn. 11 67339=Choir. 2099; of νεώτεροι Ἴωνες Hdn. 11 265,,=An. Ox. 
I 366.,= Et. M. 667.. without direct reference to Ionic, Hdn. II 603,, 674.,,= 
Choir. 209 24) 2, An. Ox. I 2471), 366, Schol. Vict. on Il. XV 421, Eust. 
164323 of μεταγενέστεροι Ἴωνες Hdn. I 39405, 4657, I 1071s, 642;,=An. Ox. 
TIT 237073 ἣ μεταγενεστέρα “Ids An. Ox. I 2655; 7 δευτέρα “Ids Hdn. II 344,= 
Schol. Apoll. I 108,=Et. M. 821,0 not used by Homer; ἡ νέα τῶν Ἰώνων διά- 


ε 


Aextos Gram. Aug. ὃ 25; 7 ὕστερον Ἰωνικὴ γλῶσσα Eust. Od. 1714163 7 νεωτέρα 
Ids Schol. Apoll. Rhod. A 998, 1081 ; of νέοι Ἴωνες Et. Gud. 9044. 


25.| It often happens that forms adduced as the property 
of the νέα *Ias, belong neither to it nor to the ἀρχαία "Ids, so 
far as the monuments under control permit a conclusion. For 
example Herodian II 674, (= Choir. 209,,, ef. Et. Gud. 99,,) states 
that ᾿Αχιλλεῖος and βασιλεῖος are the property of the νεώτεροι 
Ἴωνες, as they are, with different accent, the property of Aiolic also. 
Though the εἰ of ᾿Αχιλλεῖος may be explained (§ 220) after a 
fashion different from that adopted by the ancients, the form 
itself is unattested in any period of Tonic, and perhaps never 
existed. When Herakleides aud Hust. Od. 1643, (but cf. 7. 
1160,,) says that ὀλίζον for ὀλίγον was used by the ‘ younger 
Tonians,’ we should be tempted to indulge the hope that an unusual 
form not adopted by literature! had been preserved, were it not 
for the fact that the belief was wide-spread that the Ionians 
substituted ¢ for y, a belief that was supported by such examples 
as πέφυζα, πεφυζώς, and digo. The Attic ὀλείζων, the Homeric 
φύζα and πεφυζότες may have been the source of the confusion. 

The preeminent position occupied by the Homeric poems 
in the study of Ionic by the ancients, overshadowing the ap- 
proach to a minuter study of the diction of Herodotos, to say 
nothing of the logographers and Hippokrates, resulted in the 
belief that the distinction between ‘Ionic’ and ‘poetic’? was 


1 See note below. 
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evanescent !. To the later generation of grammarians and com- 
mentators, ‘Ionic’ is equated with ‘poetic,’ while ‘poetic’ and 
‘Ionic’ become commensurate terms. Not merely is any 
phonetic or inflectional phenomenon, but also any word, which 
comes to light in Homer, set down as Ionic, without regard to 
the possibility of its occurrence, or its actual occurrence, else- 
where. Even in the professed treatises on dialects we find the 
same perverse attitude. Had Gregory or his chief source Johannes 
Philoponos rigidly applied his two-fold method of division, by 
ascribing to Old Ionic that which is Homeric, and attributing 
to the New Ionic the forms he met with in Herodotos, his 
procedure had at least merited praise for possessing some method. 
But ‘Ionic’ with him covers the entire period from Homer to 
Herodotos. We are never sure of our bearings unless either the 
name Homer or Herodotos is actually employed, or the prove- 
nance of the form under discussion is known to us. Had 
Johannes Philoponos been able to place under contribution an 
investigation into the complexion of Ionic in the iambographers 
and elegists, we might expect to find that his excerptor had used 
greater discretion on the side of chronology. In but one instance 
is the dialect of Homer compared with that of a later Ionic 


1 According to Herodian, Homer used Old Attic, Ionic, and probably 
Aiolic, Thessalian, Boiotian and Doric, though the last two dialects are not 
expressly stated to have contributed to the poet’s diction. The recent -epic 
poets were, in his view, untrammeled as to the use of the various dialects. 
Herodian differentiated Jonians and poets. The later grammarians did not 
keep them apart except when they echoed the opinion of Herodian. In the 
terminology of the later grammarians the poets are the epic poets. Herodian 
applied the word either to all poets, or (more frequently) to the epic and 
elegiae poets. It is very unusual for Herodian to call a word poetic for any 
other reason than that it has undergone a poetic πάθος. Poetic words are not 
necessarily the same as words κατὰ διάλεκτον, though the πάθη of each may not 
be dissimilar. The character of the πάθος has usually to determine the question 
whether a word is poetic or dialectal. Occasionally, however, it is use which 
must decide whether forms, whose πάθη are due to metre or hiatus, are to be 
called poetic or dialectal. Often Herodian makes grievous mistakes, e.g. κεινός 
is poetical, not Ionic, because the diphthong is due to the metre, an explanation 
which was correctly applied in the case of Οὔλυμπος. Whenever Herodian calls 
a form poetic or dialectal, his hesitation may be due to a contamination of the 
views of his predecessors, or because he may actually have been in doubt. 
See Stephan on Herodian for the working out of these views. Rarely do we 
meet with an attempt in the later grammarians to differentiate ‘Ionic’ from 
‘poetic’: Ἴωνες καὶ of ποιηταί An. Ox. I 347,7; IL 4124, Choir. 51344, 51731, cf. 
δῖος; Ἰωνικῶς ἢ ποιητικῶς An. Ox. I 39543 Choir. 513, 591293 59383 60932, 
637,: Ἰωνικῶς καὶ ποιητικῶς An. Par. IIL 116,, ef. 120;, Choir. 5933; ποιητικοὶ 
Ἰωνικοί Philoponos, Choir. 593,;3 ποιητικὰ οὐκ Ἰακά An. OX. I 15939, οὐκ Ἰωνικὰ 
ἀλλὰ ποιητικά An. Ox. I 385,; Ἰακῶς ἕατο καὶ ποιητικῶς εἵατο An. Ox. 1 174133 
Ἰωνικήῆ, κοινή, ποιητική An. Bachm. II 365... Some forms called Ionic are also 
classed as archaisms, Tzetz. Ex. Il. 90,,. Extremely rare is such a conjunction 
as Ὅμηρος καὶ Ἴωνες, Max. Plan. in An, Bachm. II 61», cf. Ἴωνες, of τε ἄλλοι 
καὶ Ἱππῶναξ Hdn. 11 282, (cf. II 384:. Of Anakreon, Pollux IIT 98 says that 
he used ἧσε, Ἴων καὶ ποιητὴς ἀνήρ. The first and second persons of iteratives 
were used by the poets κατὰ μίμησιν τῶν Ἰώνων, Choir. 633, following 
Herodian’s view, 
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poet from the point of view of Ionic form. On Ψ 88 ἀμφ᾽ 
ἀστραγάλοισι χολωθείς, the Schol. Ven. A remarks: αἱ πλείους 
τῶν κατ᾽ ἄνδρα ἀμφ᾽ ἀστραγάλῃσιν ἐρύσας" καὶ ἔστιν ᾿Ιωνικώτερον. 
6G, 2 / >” , 2 Δ Ν 2422 7 / 
ἀστραγάλαι δ᾽ "Epwrds εἶσιν μανίαι τε καὶ κυδοιμοί. Ἀνακρέων. 


Note on Ionic Vocabulary. 


Subjoined is a list of some words called Ionic in the ancient 
lexica. For others see the “Hpod. λέξεις, Joh. Gr. 242, Greg. Kor. 
§ 80 to § 191, Hekataian words, ᾧ 87 note, the fragments of the 
iambographers, especially Hipponax, and above ᾧ 9. 

ἀγαί = αἰγιαλοί Et. Gud. 4,,, οἵ. Hesych. s.v.; ἀνάγειν ἀντὶ 
τοῦ ἁπλῶς ἄγειν Hust. 1839,,, cf. 708.4, 150795; ἄρπεζον = αἱμασία 
Eust. 1851,,5 ἀφαρεί = ταχέως Ht. Mag. and Gud.; βόλβιτον = 
βόλιτον Kt. Mag. 204,. (Hipp. 70 A); βρόταχος, see § 147; βροῦκος" 
ἀκρίδων εἶδος, Ἴωνες Hesychios. βροῦκαν is Kyprian; γάλλος = 
μητραγύρτης Phot. 183,; yépyq%es== the δημόται αὖ Miletos, Eust. 
1433423 γέρινος tadpole Kust. 1864,: Plato has γυρῖνος, Nikander 
yépuvos ; δαυλός = (δᾶλός) Schol. Vict. on 1]. XV 421, Et. Mag. 
2.46... = Attic δαελός, a form called Syrakusan by the same 
authority. Cf. μηρίων δεδαυμένων quoted from Simonides 
Amorg. in Et. Mag. 250,,; ϑενδίλλων = περιβλέπων An. Par. 
IIL 56,3; ἔραται: ἐπιθυμεῖ: ἡ λέξις ᾿Ιωνική Schol. Ven. A on 
1 64; épytdov στάτην. “Iwves Hesych.; ἐσσήν = 6 βασιλεὺς 
κατὰ Ἐφεσίους Et. Mag. 383,,; 6 βασιλεὺς ἀπὸ μεταφορᾶς τοῦ 
τῶν μελισσῶν βασιλέως ὡς εἴρηται ἔσσην (sic)... ᾿Ιωνικὴ 
δὲ ἡ λέξις Et. Gud. ᾿Εσσήν was the title of a priest of 
Artemis at Ephesos, Paus. VIII 13,1; Εἰδοθέεια = Εἰδοθέα Eust. 
150155; ἕήτρειον σημαίνει τὸ τῶν δούλων δεσμωτήριον, ἤγουν τὸν 
μύλωνα, παρὰ Χίοις καὶ ᾿Αχαιοῖς Εὖ. Mag. 411,55, cf. Hust. 837,, ; 
ἠγάνεα" πέμματα τὰ ἀπὸ τηγάνου Hesych. See Anakr. 26 ; ἡγός -ΞΞ ὁ 
εὐδαίμων Et. Mag. 390,,; ἰβυκινήσαντες". .. ἀπὸ γὰρ τοῦ ἰβῦ παρῆκται 
ἡ λέξις, καὶ ἔστιν ᾿Ιωνικὸν ἐπίρρημα . .. ἔστι δὲ καὶ ὅρκος ᾿Ιωνικός 
Hesychios; κηγχός Apoll. de ddv. 184, (Schn.); κιττάλης Ξε κλέπτης 
Joh. Gr. 242 B, cf. Teos 156 B19; κνηστός, ποιός, τις, ἄρτος mapa 
Ἴωσι Eust. 8729, Hesych. s.v.; κοκκύας (sic) = πρόγονος Et. Mag. 
5245, κοκύας An. Par. IV 74,,; κριοὶ κόλοι. ἕως νῦν παρ᾽ Ἴωσιν 
οἱ κολοβοκέρατοι ... λέγονται Ξ'6Π0].  ϑῃ. A on IT 117; λόγχας 
τὰς μερίδας Ἴωνες λέγουσιν Kt. Mag. 569,,, Orion ο4.0ς ; μῆνις" 

ὀργή Bek. An. IL 739.5; μήτρως Eust. 971,, ff; μικκόν 
= μικρόν Hust. 21755, 610,;; μύττακες" μυκαί. Σικελοί, Ἴωνες, 
Hesych.; ὀμφαλητόμος = Attic μαῖα Eust. 9715, (Hippokr.); 
πάτρως Hust. 3165, 16, 97 Tog, 373 πέργαμον: τὴν πόλιν Ἴωνες 
λέγουσιν" οἱ δὲ πάντες τὰ ὑψηλά An. Bachm. I 3373; πηλός" οἶνος, 
Ἴωνες Hesych., Orion 86,9, cf. τ78,.; σῆτες τὸ ἐπέτους Et. Mag. 
711433 σκύβωλον = σκύβαλον Ephesian Ionic, An. Ox. I 447ης; 
σμῶξαι = πατάξαι Et. Mag. 721,,, Orion 1414; στέρφος" ἔρφος 
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TO δέρμα, ὅπερ Ἴωνες στέρφος λέγουσιν Schol. Nik. Alew. 248; 
τρώειν = βλάπτειν Eust. 1304455 1532105 1002, τρώμη = τρῶσις 
Eust. 165350, 1803,, Cf. 10235, QQIgq; ὑπέρτερος = νεώτερος Hust. 
884,35 ὑποκρίνεσθαι = ἀποκρίνεσθαι Hust. 687,;, 14375), cf. SEs 
9004, 18764,, 187753 φάρμακοι = Attic φαρμακοί Eust. 1095.5; 
φῆμις = φήμη Hust. 19565. ef. 79919, 156333 φωλεός schoolhouse 
(Hesychios) called Ionic by L. 8. may belong to some other dialect ; 
χλοσσός" ἰχθῦς ὑπὸ ᾿Ιώνων Hesych.; χρειώ = χρεία Eust. 698,, ; 
ψύδραξ' οἱ Ἴωνες ψύδρακας λέγουσι τὰς ποικίλας Et. Mag. 819,93 
ψῶ is called by Greg. Kor. 549 an ἀγροικικὸν προσφώνημα, the 
only instance of a distinct reference to the vulgar speech; 
ὠρή = κωλῆ Hust. 17155, (see ᾧ 11). 

Some of these words are doubtless provincialisms, which have 
not received the consecration of literary usage; and among them 
there may be words older than those that have won for them- 
selves a place in literature. In the course of the development of 
Tonic life in its home on the Asiatic mainland and on the 
adjacent islands, one community may have clung with peculiar 
tenacity to the old-time words, while another may have offered 
a less stubborn resistance to the encroachment of neoterisms. 
At the πανήγυρις of the Ionic cities there may have been heard 
words that sounded as strange to the ears of a Milesian as the 
provincialisms of an Eastern County man sound strange to the 
ear of a Londoner. 

In examining the vocabulary of Ionic literature, especially in 
its prose monuments, modern students of style have not been 
deterred, despite the scantiness of materials, from setting apart 
this or that word in Herodotos or Hippokrates as ‘ poetical’ 
because it is Homeric. Who can say how much of the epic 
vocabulary which reappears in Ionic prose is not the idiom of 
-the day? Outside of Ionic prose literature ἀτρεκέως occurs only 
in poetry. It might be set down as an instance of the dependence 
of Herodotos and Hippokrates upon Homer, did we not know 
that the word was in use in Dorie (οἴ. Et. Gud., Et. Orion, and 
C. D. I. 3219). ἀτρεκής is found also in Demokr., Phys. fr. τ. 
The list of words (4. J. P. VIII 467), which before the discovery | 
of the Kyprian inscriptions were not known to exist outside of 
Homer, should warn us against holding too fast to the poetical 
character of the Herodoteian diction 1. 


1 ΠῸ Prof. Strachan (Herodotos VI, p. xxix) I owe the following list :— 
δατεῖσθαι Demokr. 71, δεδάσθαι Diog. 6, δίζημαι Demokr. το, 20, Herakl. 8, 80, 
ἔλπομαι Herakl. 7, 122, ἔρδειν Demokr. ror, 106, 118, 135, 203, teeAos Demokr. 
21. Of. Kleemann, Vocabula Homerica in Graecorum dialectis et in cotidiano sermone 
servata, 1876. 
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The Ionic Element in Homer and the Relation 
of “ Old’ to ‘New’ Lone. 


26.] If we eliminate from the Iliad and Odyssey the few 
forms whose Doric complexion is the result of a mistaken tran- 
scription of the original text, the occasional instances of forms 
specifically Attic, whose admission is due either to the Attic 
diasceuasts, to the authority of Aristarchos (who held that 
Homer was an Athenian), or to the copyists, and finally such 
non-Hellenic monstrosities as the so-called distracted verbs, whose 
explanation transcends the phonetic laws obtaining in every 
Greek dialect, the remainder of the ‘ Homeric dialect’ falls under 
the two divisions Aiolic and Ionic. By far the greater part of 
the sounds and inflections in the language of the Homeric epos 
is pan-Hellenic, and hence the joint property of both dialects, 
and in actual use at the time of the final construction of [liad 
and Odyssey. 

Such archaisms as the instrumental in -qdu, -div, which do not 
bear either the Aiolic or the Ionic stamp, are likewise pan- 
Hellenic! and hence do not fall within the immediate purpose of 
the present work. But even within the domain of the phenomena 
which are manifestly dialectal, a successful delimitation of Aiolic 
and Ionic in the traditional text of Homer is attended by 
well-nigh insurmountable difficulties. It must be based upon 
a knowledge of the structure of both these dialects at the date 
of the composition of the various constituent parts of Iliad and 
Odyssey, and in fact upon a consistent view of the origin 
and development of the epopee itself. As lone as so funda- 
mental a matter as the complexion of the dialectal @ is under 
dispute, as long as Philodemos’ view is being resuscitated that 
the epic dialect was a farrago of all manner of dialects, and 
as long as it is undeniable that the diction of Homer is, partly 
at least, a highly artificial product, so long may a prudent 
scepticism affirm the futility of attempting any definitive demar- 
cation between the dialect affinities of the Homeric dialect. 

In the discussion of Aiolic an effort will, however, be made to 
bring together some examples of those sounds and_ inflections 
which may fairly be held to be the property of that dialect ; 
and the view will be advanced, that the appearance of the 
Aiolic ingredient can with propriety be reconciled with the 
general Ionic colouring of the whole only when it is seen that 

1 By the ancients regarded as either Aiolic or Boiotian. rely, τύνη and 
other forms ascribed by the ancients to this or that dialect, but whose 


complexion is. probably pan-Hellenic, are excluded from the present dis- 
cussion. 
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the dialect of the Homeric poems is, in greater or less degree, an 
Tonicized Aiolic. So far as the Ionic residue is concerned, the 
question at issue turns upon the character of the Homeric Ionisms 
in their relation to those of the age of Herodotos, and in fact 
upon the correctness of the ancient division into ‘Old’ and 
‘New’ or ‘ Later’ Ionic. 


27.] In the view of the moderns, New Ionic is restricted to 
the dialect of the fifth century, as it appears in Herodotos and 
Hippokrates. It is probable that the ancient dialectologists 
included under the appellation New Ionic all that is post- 
Homeric, i.e. the dialect of the lyric poets as well as that of 
the philosophers, historians, and scientists. To the ancients 
Homer was farther removed from the lyric age than he is in 
the view of the moderns. The New Ionic included at least 
Hipponax!, who is mentioned by the Marmor Parium under ΟἹ. 
59, 3 (=542 B.c.), and placed by Pliny in Ol. 60. 

In reality the application of the term New Ionic to the form 
displayed by the dialect in Herodotos and Hippokrates signifies 
nothing more than the ordinary use of the term ‘dialect’ as 
a cantonal idiom. It does not imply that this form may not 
in part have existed before the time of Herodotos and Hippo- 
krates and elsewhere than in the pages of these prosaists. So the 
term ‘ Late Lakonian’ does not denote either that much of its 
structure may not be of very considerable antiquity, or that 
Lakonia was the sole residence of certain linguistic phenomena, 
All chronological and geographical divisions of dialect life are 
purely conventional and hence of extreme elasticity. The 
boundaries of New Ionic might be so far enlarged as to 
include the entire dialect of the oldest inscriptions, of the 
lyric poets, and of Herodotos, and this New Ionie contrasted 
with the oldest portions of the dialect of the Homeric poems, 
1.6. those that may reasonably be placed before the year 
8co. But since modern usage has chosen to affix to the dialect 
of Ionic prose the name New Ionic, this designation may, under 
certain limitations, be here adopted as the basis of the discussion 
as to the interrelation between the Old and the New Ionic. 

It must be understood that in the comparison of the ἀρχαία 
with the perayeveorépa ᾿Ιάς, an importance has been heretofore 
attached to Herodotos utterly out of proportion to the real value 
of his history as a representative of the later division. The text 
of Herodotos, even when built upon the consensus of testimony of 


1 πὸ λαὸς ἄτρεπτος ἔμεινε map’ Ὁμήρῳ, καίτοι τῇ μεταγενεστέρᾳ ᾿Ιάδι τραπέν᾽ 
Andy ἀθρήσας, Ἱππῶναξ (88); An. Ox. 1 265,. Strabo VII 340 classes Hipponax 
among the νεώτεροι, and even Archilochos falls under the same appellation 
(Schol. Z 507, ef. frag. 176). 

D2 
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the best MSS.—which often does not exist—can claim, unless 
supported by extraneous evidence, only an inferior position as a 
standard by which to estimate the character of the Ionic of the 
fifth century. The diction of early Ionic prose, and preeminently 
that of Herodotos, is permeated by lexicographical, stylistic and 
syntactical affinities with the language of Homer. But far 
more significant is the erratic conduct of the phonetical and 
inflectional system, preferring now the Homeric now the con- 
temporaneous dialect ; the frequent aversion to the living speech 
when its forms contest the field with those consecrated by 
Homeric usage; the inconsistencies in one and the same word 
as presented by the MS. tradition. All these considerations, 
which are discussed at greater length below, ὃ 88, create a 
presumption in favour of the view that the text of Herodotos 
had undergone a transformation at a time when exact knowledge 
of the Ionic of the fifth century had vanished even from the 
schools. 

From this it follows that all the modern comparisons of 
Homeric phonology with that of Herodotos, as it exists in 
the best MSS. of the historian, will (unless they rest upon the 
assumption that Herodotos intentionally commingled a dead 
with a living speech) have to confront the objection that the 
retention, in such large measure, of open forms originally 
separated by yod (and to a less degree, by F and σὴ, from the 
earliest known period of Ionic until the fifth century, is a 
phenomenon unique in the history of the language. 

While the greater part of the dialect of Herodotos is con- 
temporaneous Ionic, there is a residue of formations either 
entirely obsolete or obsolescent! in the fifth century. So far 
then as New Ionic embraces the dialect of Herodotos, it is only 
that part of the dialect which may either be proved, or inferred 
by the argument from analogy, to be the Ionic of the historian’s 
time. With this limitation as regards the dialect of Herodotos, 
and in a less degree as regards that of Hippokrates, the date of 
the New Ionic may be marked off with tolerable chronological 
exactness as the Ionic of the fifth century. 


28.] What is Old Ionic? The conventional application of 
the term to the dialect of the entire epos pays no regard to the 
fact that under the name Homeric are classed dialectal pheno- 
mena ranging from perhaps the eleventh to the seventh century. 
While the oldest portions of the Iliad, even those of distinctly 
emotional character, antedate the earliest monuments of the 

* For example καλέοι, καλέοιτο, φρονέοιεν, Avreolaro. The inscriptions have 
but one case of the retention, as an archaism, of the open, and older, form. 


The poets have -οἶμεν, -οίμεθα, -otev. The iteratives still live on in Herodotos 
though with impaired vitality. 
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Tonic lyric, there yet remains, in the JDoloneia and various 
lengthy passages in books B, I, A, Σ, Y, ¥, an irreducible 
minimum that is contemporaneous with Archilochos or even with 
Simonides of Amorgos. And so far as the Odyssey is concerned, 
all of that which is called by Kirchhoff the ‘second enlargement’ 
is placed by him as late as 660 8.0. 

And yet, so similar in texture is the diction of the later to 
that of the earlier accretions which have grown about the Iliad 
and Odyssey, that it is virtually identical with that of the 
primitive bard. The elasticity of their art did not debar the 
workers at the fabric of the epos from the use of forms either 
obsolete or obsolescent in their day, nor on the other hand from 
having recourse to analogical formations of an archaic stamp. 

Tempting as is the comparison of book K and the greater 
enlargements of the Iliad and the second enlargement of the 
Odyssey with the fragments of Archilochos and Simonides of 
Amorgos, such a test yields no proof that the language of 
these latest portions is the language of the seventh century. 
The tendency to adopt contracted forms is perhaps the only 
sign of the assimilation of the literary to the popular form 
of the language! In the older portions of the epos the fusion 
of vowels may have been a matter of poetic license. The 
exigencies of the verse may anticipate by an indefinable period 
the processes which operate in the ordinary speech of the day. 

Subjomed is a list of some instances of contraction and 
synizesis, which deserve attention from those who approach the 
comparison of the epic with the iambographic dialect from the 
point of view of vowel openness or contraction ?. Forms showing 
synizesis come to light alike in the older and the later parts of 
the poems; contracted forms increase in frequency in passages 
whose later origin may be inferred on other grounds. 

Apart (1) from instances of contraction occurring in those 
words, which, without vocalic fusion, could not find admission 
into the hexameter, and (2) the contractions in the sixth foot 
(except a few isolated cases mentioned below), there occur the 
following instances of later forms, most of which resist all 
remedial treatment save of the severest character. Cases which 
show the disappearance of yod are less noteworthy than those 
where f or o has been lost. Where the syllable of contraction 
or synizesis is not under the ictus, this is denoted by a star, 

1 Yet the termination -εοίη, when preceded by a single consonant, must 
have been in ordinary use at the end of the seventh century. By the year 
479/8 it was old-fashioned in Teos. See footnote, p. 35, and ὃ 45 (1). | 

2 In reference to the position assumed by Menrad in his De contractionis et 
synizeseos usu Homerico, see my review A.J. P. VIII 224 ff., Christ’s Ilias, § 102 ff, 
and the articles by Mr. Arthur Platt, in the Journ. Phil. XVIII No. 35 ff., which 
deal immediately with some of the forms quoted above. 
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A το χρυσέῳ, B 684 καλεῦντο, 490 χάλκεον, 677* Κῶν (Ὁ); 
Δ 113 σάκεα, 384* Τυδῆ; E 387* χαλκέῳ, 525 (αχρειῶν, 456 
ἐᾷ; Z 220 χρύσεον; H 394 ἠνώγεον (-γειν ?); © 217% κηλέῳ 
(cf. O 744); I 605 τιμῇς (Ὁ), 75* xped, 266 ἀθλοφόρους; K 285 
σπεῖο, 449 μεθῶμεν; A 282* ἄφρεον, 282 στήθεα, ὅττι ἔρειο, 708 
πολεῖς, 179 πρηνεῖς, 699 ἀθλοφόροι, 151* ἱππεῖς: M 347, 360 
faxpneis; N 684 Caxpnets; Ξ 7 λούσῃ (Aof ?), 274. ὦσι: O 21 
ἠλάστεον, 65*, 68% κτενεῖ, 444 βέλεα, 339 Μηκιστῆ ; P 451 βαλῶ; 
Σ 136 νεῦμαι, 493 ἠγίνεον, 530 optrevy, 612 χρύσεον, 475 τιμῆντα; 
T 104% ἐκφανεῖ, 202 ἧσιν, 402* ἑῶμεν, 88 ἄτην (6th foot), 95 
ἄσατο; T 218 ᾧκεον, 72 “Epufis (6th foot); Ψ 361 μεμνέῳτο, 
[21 δατεῦντο (6th foot), 412* κατακτενεῖ, 834 χρεώμενος, 226 
‘Kordpos, 792 ᾿Αχιλλεῖ (6th foot) ; Q 290 εὔχευ, 503 αἰδεῖο, 722 
θρήνεον, ΤΟΙ χρύσεον, 354* véov(?), 28 ἄτης (6th foot), 734 
ἀθλεύων, 769 δᾳέρων. 

a 183 πλέων; β 358 ἀναβῇ, 421 ἀκραὴ (2); γ 221 φιλεῦντας 
(6th foot); ε 54 Ἑρμῆς (6th foot); ¢ 210 λούσατε, 216* otebat, 
219 ἀπολούσομαι (from dof ?); ἡ 94 ὄντας, τοῦ τεχνῆσσαι, 107 
καιρουσσέων, 118 θέρευς, 116*  συκέαι; θ 550 κάλεον, 534 Ἑρμῆν, 
483* ἥρῳ, τόο ἄθλων, 271 Ἥλιος ; ει 269 αἰδεῖο, 44 ἠνώγεα, 240 
θύρεον, 283 νέα (ναῦν ὅ); 347* κρέα (6th foot), 136* χρεώ; κ 220, 
255 καλεῦντες (6th foot), 518* χεῖσθαι, 263 ἠνώγεα, 240 νοῦς ; 
h 61 doe; pp 249 καλεῦντες (6th foot); v 78 ἀνερρίπτουν; & 86* 
Boor, 435* Ἑρμῇ; 0 74 φιλεῖν, 88 νεῖσθαι, 533 yévevs, 248 υἱεῖς ; 
m 383 φθέωμεν, 397 ἄσαμεν; p 55 ἠνώγεα; σ 247 πλέονες ; τ 136 
ποθέρυσα, 489* οὔσης, 331 τεθνεῷτι, 34* χρύσεον; v 14 βεβῶσα 
(6th foot); p 218* πιστωθῆτον, 47 θυρέων, 178 στέατος ; x 456 
ἐφόρεον, 385 κοῖλον; Ψ 77} ἔα; ὦ 337 ἤτεον, 323 ἴσχεο, 491 dor, 
437 φθέωσι, τὸ Ἑρμῆς, 394* θάμβευς (6th foot); 398 ᾿Οδυσεῦς, 
525 Εὐπείθεα, 341* συκέας, 360 προὔπεμψ᾽. 


29.| Now if the dialect of the epos represents the period of 
Old Tonic according to the ancient and modern conception, and 
the language of the fifth century is New Ionic, it might be 
questioned whetber there is not in the monuments of the sixth 
century an intermediate stage of the dialect. That such a 
middle period does not exist 15 evident from the study of the 
literature and inscriptions from 600-500 B.c. A few examples 
will in fact suffice to show that ‘Middle’ Ionic has no existence 
whatsoever. 

Thus for example the oldest Ionic form of λᾷξος is ληός, 
found first in the misread Homeric Λειώδης and Λειώκριτος. 
Anos itself does not come to light in the monuments of the 
dialect until the second half of the sixth century (Hipponax 88) 
while the Herodoteian λεώς had been formed as early as the 
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seventh century (Archil. 69), and was in use in Miletos (Bechtel 
no. 93) in the sixth century; to say nothing of the Homeric 
᾿Αγέλεως x 131, 247. Herodotos has also in Λευτυχίδης an 
example of a third form. While Herodotos has λεώς (AaFos, it 
is doubtfal whether he has νεώς (vaFos. 

Again: in at least eleven passages ranging from the earliest 
to the latest books, the genitive in -oo can be exhumed, a form 
which is the immediate parent of -ov and the direct descendant of 
τοιοῖ. It may serve as the type of those forms whose archaic 
character is so clearly marked as to justify their ascription to 
a stage in the history of Greek in which lines of demarca- 
tion cannot be drawn between Ionic and Aiolic. Though we 
shall find it impossible to define accurately. the life of ‘pre- 
Homeric’ forms, it is clear that the -o.o form must have been in 
possession of the field centuries before the first accretions bezan 
to grow about the primitive Iliad and Odyssey. Even its 
offspring -oo must have acquired an archaic flavour at the time 
of the composition of the poems. A distinct stage in the life 
of the dialect, when -o10 was old-fashioned and -ov had not come 
in, cannot be discovered, 

Now if it could be shown from these and similar examples, 
that the life of a considerable number of individual forms was 
conterminous, a period of ‘ Middle’ Tonic, such as is set up by 
Professor Sayce?, might be said to have existed. But there is 
no trace of a halting-place where a number of distinctly inter- 
mediate forms consort. All the meaning therefore that can be 
extracted from the expression ‘ Middle’ Ionic, is that, im the 
most general sense, between the close of epic and the rise of 
prose literature there was an interval, the existence of which 
Im no wise carries with it the conclusion that the inflectional and 
phonetic development of the language had reached an inter- 
mediate stage. 

The assumption then of a Middle Ionic, in fact the comparison 
of Old with New Jonic, is of almost no value in the eyes of 
a science which deals not with periods, but with the life of the 
individual form. There may indeed be a primitive, a middle, and 
a final period in the life of the individual form, if it chance to 
have undergone three distinct phonetic changes which are actually 
attested or which may be inferred. 

30.] The study of the life of the individual form in Homer, the 
lyric poets, and the inscriptions, reveals an organic development 
of the dialect, whose recognition has been forced to wait upon 

1 In La Roche’s text the occurrences of τοῖο and -ov are: τοῖο Il. 1085, 
Od. 702, -ov 1]. 1015, Od. 808. This count includes the instances of -oo for 


-0U 


2 Journal of Philology X 111, cf. Monro, 7b. TX 253. 
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the formation of a just estimate of the position of Herodotos. 
If it be admitted that the sounds and inflections of the diction 
of Herodotos and Hippokrates are not epic as such, the con- 
clusion is irresistible that the form often assumed by these 
sounds and inflections in the MSS. especially of Herodotos, 15 
antagonistic to this organic development of the language, whose 
beginnings may be traced in Homer, and whose later aspects are 
visible in the epic, in the iambic writers and the inscriptions. 


31.] In that portion of the Homeric dialect which, after the 
separation of the Aiolic element, we call Ionic, there co-exist, as 
we have seen, forms of very different dates. In determining the 
chronology of the Ionisms of the epos, there are several con- 
siderations which deserve ampler recognition than that usually 
accorded them. (1) No single verse or passage, of which the 
verse is an indissoluble part, is older than the date of the 
youngest form it contains ; provided the passage in question is not 
an interpolation, and the form is not due to the exigency of the 
metre. (2) Forms which have disappeared completely at a very 
early period in the history of the transmission of the poems, and 
whose existence is due solely to reconstructive criticism, are not 
necessarily of the most archaic type. (3) If there are passages 
of greater or less compass—even single lines or parts of lines— 
which have suffered transposition from Aiolic into Ionie, the Ionic 
forms which are metrically equivalent to those of Aiolic com- 
plexion, will belong to an early period of the dialect!. As 
a matter of fact, apart from the probability or improbability 
of Fick’s conception of the genesis of an Ionic Homer, it is 
frequently, but by no means invariably, the case that where the 
Aiolie form cannot be substituted for the Ionic form in the text, 
this form in question represents a later stage of the development 
of Ionic. (4) The jomt ownership by Homer and Herodotos of 
formations, of which the Attic seems to offer more ancient 
by-forms, is not per se indicative of a later origin of the Homeric 
passages in which these formations occur. τιθέᾶσι is no less 
a neologism than τιθεῖσι. (5) Homeric Ionic is not invariably 
older than that portion of the later dialect which is independent 
of epic influence. Yet in its totality the complexion of the 
Ionic of the Iliad and Odyssey is sufficiently archaic to exclude 
the suggestion that portions of the poems containing forms found 
alike in Epic and in ‘New’ Ionic, are later accretions. (6) 
The assumption that, wherever Homer makes but rare use of 


} The older the forms, the more nearly alike are they in all dialects. This 
fact of language has no necessary connection with a transference from one 
dialect to another of a product of literature, 
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a formation that grows apace in later Greek, this formation has 
been brought in by diasceuasts or copyists, is destructive of all 
linguistic perspective. 

While not constituting a period of Middle Ionic, the dialect of 
the iambic writers is a bridge leading from the epic to the form 
assumed by the dialect in the fifth century. On the one hand it 
agrees with the Ionic of Homer in its freedom in treating 
the demonstrative as a relative pronoun; a freedom which has 
been somewhat restricted in Herodotos, and much more abridged 
in Hippokrates. In Archilochos, Simonides of Amorgos, Hippo- 
nax, and Ananios, we encounter és in its ordinary relative use, 
and also the employment of the article as a relative. In Herodotos 
the 7-forms prevail in the oblique cases and in the neuter of 
both numbers, while ὅς, ἥ, of, αἵ occur in the nominative, 
after prepositions which suffer elision, and in certain formulae. 
Hippokrates adopts the Attic use. Furthermore the following in- 
‘stances of divergence from the prose dialect are noticeable. In a 
few cases the poets preserve open in vocalic stems forms which later 
suffered contraction, notably in Hippokrates. The of diphthongs 
is less frequently lost before a following vowel than in Herodotos. 
There is in fact no case of such a form as θήλεα. κεῖνος and 
θέλω are preferred by the iambic writers to the longer forms, 
which find favour in Herodotos and Hippokrates. For verbs in 
-aw we find -ew very rarely in the poets. 


32.] It is difficult to discover any phonetic change of the fifth 
century (occurring in a word found also in Homer?) which does 
not appear in some portion of the epic. Oftentimes it happens 
that younger forms which come to light only sporadically, 
notably noun and verb forms which have lost yod, sigma, or 
digamma, are admitted in the later Ionic, which casts off the 
older form prevailing in the epos. ach set of forms deserves 
individual treatment, as it by no means follows that all younger 
forms ? in the epos are universally adopted by the iambographers 
or the inscriptions; a consideration that must have weight in 
the reconstruction of the Ionic of the fifth century, when no 
light is cast by the iambic writers or the stone records. 

Perhaps the most important marks of distinction between Old 
Ionic and the Ionic of Herodotos’ time are the loss of the dual 
and of F, and the curtailing of the iterative formation in the 
latter. How far other phonetic differences may be set down as 
characteristic differences of Old and New Ionic is not always 


1 This limitation excludes σεωυτόν &e. ; see under Pronouns. : 

? Thus βέλεα O 444; σάκεα A 113 (to say nothing of τεύχεα, ἄλγεα, τεμένεα, 
στήθεα in the 6th foot) do not exclude -ea from the lyric dialect, though 
there -εα may be more frequent than the open form. 


΄- 
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clear. Some of the more marked changes are τέσσερες for 
τέσσαρες, θῶμα for θαῦμα, and ὧν for οὖν ; « for 7 in pronominal 
forms. The existence of the spiritus asper is imperilled and the 
contraction of vowels has set in to a very considerable extent in 
New Ionic. On the other hand the dialect of the Ionic iambic 
poetry runs parallel with that of the inscriptions, save in the fact 
that the former has κῶς, κότε &e., while the latter has no case 
of the x form. Except in this particular the language of the 
iambographers is more closely allied to that of the stone records 
than it is to the diction of Herodotos. 


Homeric Tonisms. 


33.] The résumé of Aiolic forms under the head of Homeric 
Aiolisms, Atoric §$ 12-39, relieves us of the responsibility 
of treating in detail the Ionisms of the Homeric diction. All 
that is not Aiolic in Homer (with the exceptions referred to 
Atoztc § 10) is Ionic. The following sections call attention to 
a few points, some of which are not free from doubt, where 
Tonic stands out in direet opposition to Aiolic. 


34.| Vowel-system. When, in conjunction with p, we have 
variable forms in a and ε, as in θάρσος θέρσος, the presumption 
is in favour of the Ionic character of the a forms. 

Tonic ε is=Aiolic ἃ in τέως, ἕως (τείως and elws are mis- 
representations of the older Ionic forms in 7), in ᾿Αγέλεως 
xX 131. 

Tonic are all cases of ἡ except those which are pan-Hellenic. 
Tonic ἡ has often been obliterated by incorrect transcription of 
E, as in Λειώκριτος which stands for Ληόκριτος (cf. Κριτόλαος), 
and in Λειώδης = Ληώδης, the equivalent in meaning of Thessalian 
βασίδαμος C. 1). 1. 371. Ληώδης is from AnFo-Fadys. The 
Ionians appear in Homer in the non-Jonic form "Idoves N 685, 
while παιήων A 473 is genuine Ionic (ef. Archil. 76). 

Tonic are all long vowels and diphthongs due to compensatory 
lengthening (but not to epenthesis) in cases where the A iolic dialect 
geminates the preceding consonant. Examples under §§ 196, 224. 
The sound εἰ is Ionic as the result of the contraction of ee 
to εἰ; and all contractions of oo to ov. When Homeric εἰ has 
ev=ef as its counterpart in Aiolic, this εἰ is Ionic. 

εἰ and ov under the ictus in cases for which comparative 
grammar can find no morphological explanation: εἰλήλουθα, 
Εἰρέτρια, Οὔλυμπος. χρύσεος is Ionic, χρύσιος Aiolic. 

Though the contraction of ε and o assumes in a few instances 
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the form of ev in Aiolic, all cases of εὖ in Homer may safely be 
classed as Ionic!. In a stage of development of the Homeric 
poems so remote as the supposed ‘Aiolic period,’ while the 
synizesis «0 might be possible, the contraction to ev would 
scarcely be admitted. Besides the instances given in § 28, the 
following may be mentioned : 

ἐρέβευς © 368, λ 37 (cf. Hym. Dem. 410), ἀύτευν M 160, 
(ἐγγεγώνευν t 47, μ 370, p τότ, νεικεῦσ᾽ Ὑ 254, εἰλεῦντο Φ 8, 
ὀχλεῦνται Φ 261, θηεῦντο H 444, K 524, σφαραγεῦντο ι 390, 440, 
φοβεύμενος © 149, αἱρεύμενοι Π 353, ἱκνεύμεναι t 128; οἰνοχοεῦντες 
γ 472, ἀμφιβαλεῦμαι x 103, λωτεῦντα M 283. In most of these 
verbs open eo was impossible. Furthermore in ἐμεῦ (twenty- 
six times), pev (sixty-three), σεῦ (thirty-five), εὖ (seven), τεῦ 
(sixteen). 


Menrad’s De contractionis et synizeseos usu Homerico attempts to heal many 
of the contracted forms in § 28 and in § 34, which are by other scholars 
rightly held to be hysterogeneous. Cp. 4. J. P. VIII 224. ἐπιβώσομαι a 378, 
B 143, ἐπιβωσόμεθ᾽ K 463 (cf. X 254), βώσαντι M 337 has parallels in no dialect 
except Ionic. On ὀγδώκοντα B 568, 652, see ὃ 207. 


35.] Consonants. κτ in πολυκτήμων (Ionic κτέομαι), where 
Aiolic has πάομαι as in πολυπᾶμων. Movable uw in such collo- 
cations as θῆκεν, τοῖσι δὲ κιτιλ., Ψ 153. Movable zw seems to 
have taken its start from Jonic territory. 

Ionic never geminates labials as in ὅππότε, &e., nor at any 
period of the dialect was xx used instead of the Aiolic az. Nor 
does Ionic geminate τ in ὅττι, το. When Homer has τ = Aiolie π, 
as In τῆλε, the τ form is Ionie. 

Since the Ionic dialect seems to have lost the rough breathing 
at a later date than did Aiolic, cases of the /enis for the asper are 
more probably Aiolic. 


36.] A Declension. Nouns in -ἢ and -ns in the nominative, 
and -7 in all other case forms. 

Gen. in ew. Dissyllabic -ew is found but once, in”AATew Φ 86, 
where the ἄλταο of Cod. C suggests an easy change. ew thirty- 
seven times in the Iliad, twenty-eight times in the Odyssey, 
chiefly in the arsis of the second, the third, or the fifth foot. 
ἀγκυλομήτεω is found at the end of the verse, "Idem begins the 
verse I 558 (Meleager episode), ixérew occurs in the arsis of the 
fourth foot ὦ 158, 187, συβώτεω in the thesis of the same foot 
& 459, 0 304. In the cases of -ew from Πηληϊάδης, Πηλείδης, 
“Adtns, Νηληϊάδης, ᾿Ατρεΐδης, Alveins, βορέης, a’ may be sub- 


1 According to the ancient grammarians ev was both Ionie and Doric. 
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stituted, the genitives occurring always before a vowel. Τυδεΐδης 
does not admit of a like substitution, a fact which has called 
forth some speculation as to the position of Diomede in the 
galaxy of the heroes. 

The genitive in - is always preceded by a vowel: ἐυμμελίω 
A 47,165, Z 449, βορέω Ξ 395, Ψ 692, E 533, Epyetw O 214, 
Αἰνείω E534. βορέω never occurs save before a word beginning 
with a vowel. 

Gen. plur. Dissyllabie -ewy is found only H 1, M 340, ¢ 191. 

-ewy by synizesis twenty-one times in the Iliad, nineteen in the 
Odyssey. 

-wv: thirteen cases of -16v, furthermore τῶν six times, σῶν 
E 818 (σέων Aristar.), αὐτῶν T 302. 


37.] O Declension. Βριάρεων A 403 seems to be Ionic alone, 
but Πηνέλεων N 92 need not be regarded as containing the Ionic 
λεώς. OndAnds in Homer, see ᾧ 29. ἀγήρω e.g. P 444 for ἀγηράω. 
I see no reason for regarding the instances of τοῖς as proofs of 
Tonic workmanship. Though -oo occurs more frequently in the 
post-epic Ionic than in the Aiolic lyric, we cannot distinguish 
between the dialects as regards its appearance in Homer. 


88.] Consonantal Declension. On γέλως, ἔρως see under 
Homeric Aiolisms; κυκειῶ A 624. Whether the Aiolians ever 
used πλέονες, -ovas, 1s doubtful. Ὀδυσεῦς ὦ 398 is certainly 
Tonic, as are all other instances of ev &§ 28, 34. 


39.| Pronouns. [onic are the forms beginning with ἣμ- and 
ὑμ-. In many cases ἡμεῖς ἡμέας are found where Fick cannot 
readily substitute the Aiolic equivalents, 6... β 86, 244, ὃ 294. 
σφας E 567, cf. M 43, seems to be Ionic, 


40.| Verbs. κτεριῷ Σ 334, κτεριοῦσι A 455, ἀεικιῶ X 256 seem 
to be Ionic rather than Aiolic. On other contractions see δ 28, 
34. All forms of the contract verbs such as ἐποίει are lonic. 
αἱρέω is lonic=Aiolic ἀγρέω, ἄγρημι. 

Inf. in -ναι and -ew are solely Ionic (Aiolic -μεναι, -μεν and 
-nv). Those in -eew from the second aorist stem seem to be the 
work of Jonians. 


41.| Varia. wia= Aiolic ἴα, τέσσαρες, τεσσαράκοντα, τεσσαρά- 
βοιος. 

εἰς in Homer is both Ionic and Aiolic, és Ionic in all probability ; 
ἄν may be Ionic in contradistinction to Aiolic κέ. 


1 On the Homeric genitive, see i. a. Platt in Class. Rev. II 12, 99. 
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The Ionie of Lambic, Trochaic and Elegiae Poetry. 
42. | 


AHRENS: Ueber die Mischung d. Dialekte in d. griech. Lyrik, 57-63. De hiatu apud 
elegiacos Graecorum poetas antiquiores, Philol. III 223. 

Fick : Die Sprachform der altionischen wu. altattischen Lyrik, B. B. XI 2425) Sra, 
XIV 252 

Fiacu : Das nachhesiodische Digamma, B. B. ΤΙ 1 ff. 

KircuHorr : Zur Geschichte des attischen Epigramms, Hermes V 48, 1871. 

Lancer: De veterwm epicorum studio in Archilochi, Simonidis, Solonis, Hipponactis 
reliquiis conspicuo, 1885. 

RENNER: De dialecto antiquioris Graecorum poesis elegiacae et tambicae, Curtius’ 
Studien I 1, 133 ff.; I 2, 1 ff, 1868. Ueber das Formelwesen im griech. Epos 
und epische Reminiscenzen in der dilteren griech. Elegie, 1872. 

ScHULHOF: On the early Ionian poets and on the interrelation of Ionic and Attic Greek, 
Trans. Oxf. Phil. Soc., 1889. 

SITZLER : Ueber die Sprache der Elegiker, Jahrb. f. Philol. CXXV 504. 

ScHNEIDEWIN : Beitriige zur Kritik der Poetae Lyrici Graeci, 1844. 

WAGNER : Quaestiones de epigrammatis graecis ex lapidibus collectis (by Kaibel) gram- 
maticae, 1883. See also Aroxic, § 100. 


43.| It is advisable to approach the investigation of early 
iambic, trochaic, and elegiae poetry from the point of view of 
the nationality of the poet. The poetry of those who ‘purchased 
fame by keen iambicks’ is redolent of the soil from which it 
springs. The elegists, on the other hand, fall into two distinct 
divisions: those of Ionic blood, whose contemporary dialect is 
tempered solely by the diction of Homer, and secondly those of 
non-Ionic birth, who, though they may colour their dialect with 
forms drawn from the soil either of their birth-place or of their 
adopted home, are debarred by the laws of their art from inter- 
fusing their dialect with forms that are specifically Ionic (κῶς, 
kore), i.e. forms whose use had not been sanctioned by having 
been adopted by Homer. Otherwise these non-Ionic elegists have 
equal recourse to the fountain head of elegiac diction, the epos, 


Dialect of the Iambists. 


44] Iambic poetry was the weapon which dealt the sabre- 
thrusts of Ionic invective; and the cultivation of the iambic 
measures remained an almost exclusive prerogative of the Ionic 
race until the trimeter was claimed for a higher and wider 
purpose by the literary successors of the Ionians. Its reception 
by Solon paved the way for its adoption by Tragedy, 
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The dialect of the three iambographers adopted by the Alex- 
andrian canon was the pure Ionic of the century and a half 
during which the iambus was cultivated by the race which 
had first used it as a vehicle of literary expression. In the 
lyrical parts of Archilochos we observe a widening of the dialect 
horizon, These are considered below § 62; on his trochaics, see 


§ 52. 


Hipponax alone has so coloured the diction of his ‘ halting’ iambics with 
words not Hellenic, but drawn from Lydian! or Phrygian’, that he gained 
among the commentators the name of βαρύγλωσσος. τροῖσι in 51 recalls the 
Aiolic scheme of inflection of the numerals. In the hexameters of Hipponax 
we find epic forms. 


In the examination of the phonetic and inflectional system of 
Tonic the diction of the iambographers Archiloches of Samos, 
Simonides of Amorgos, Hipponax of Ephesos, Ananios, and 
Herodas, will be investigated in detail. The other monuments of 
iambic verse outside of tragedy and comedy are too scanty to 
yield information of value, A few interesting forms are found 
in Skythinos. 

Though Anianios’ personality is scarcely to be separated from 
that of Hipponax, his language speaks in favour of his being 
considered as a distinct poet. In some. respect his inflections 
do not follow the strict norm set by his predecessors. Anakreon’s 
iambics are too scanty to permit a conclusion as to their dialect. 

The original colouring of the Ionic of Archilochos, Simonides 
of Amorgos and Hipponax, though partially obliterated by the 
ignorance or perversity of copyists, can nevertheless be restored 
without recourse to a violent disturbance of MS. tradition. In 
one or two cases epic forms seem to have forced an entrance into 
the text. In weighing the MS. evidence in the case of Archi- 
lochos, the testimony of the Thasiote dialect must be considered. 

On the resuscitation of choliambies by the Dorian Herodas, 
perhaps a contemporary of Theokritos, Ionic came again into 
fashion. The Alexandrians confessed their allegiance to the 
Ionic norm; and Babrios’ μυθίαμβοι Αἰσώπειοι attest, at least 
partially, the persistence of the Ionic standard. Cf. also Tzetzes 
in An. Ox. III 308. 


The newly discovered papyrus of Herodas presents a tolerably faithful 
picture of the Ionic appropriate to this species of iambic composition. The 
Jonisms seem to be imitative, and not drawn from a living dialect, though 
there occur forms hitherto unknown in literature. Most of the Atticisms are 


* BeBpds 64 cf. Hesych. BéBpot ἀγαθός ; κονίσκε 643 μαυλιστήριον 126; 
Κανδαῦλα 1 (‘Mnovort’). Perhaps the Hesychian glosses βάσκε πικρολέα" 


πλησίον ἐξεθόαζε and Baori(axpdrca’ θᾶσσον ἔρχου were derived from Hipponax. 
2 γηνίατον 129; ef. 135 
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due to a disturbance of MS. tradition. In the case of others, however, 
where there is no fluctuation (οὐχί twelve times), it may be doubted whether 
they are not to be ascribed to the author himself. The MS. has in places 
-been corrected in the interest of the Ionic forms, Forms of Doric complexion 
may be referred to the speech of the poet’s home. These are especially such 
as show a contraction of a+e¢ to 7. The crasis of καί shows more forms with ἢ 
than with a. dépdw regularly has ἡ (δρῇς, ὅρη, ὁρῆτε). yAdooa or γλᾶσσα is not 
necessarily Doric. νιν 15 not uncommon. Some of the most interesting traces 
of Jonism are the following :—(1) Vowels: Over 150 forms have the Ionic 
ἢ; less than ten have ἃ after p, ε, and 1. The contraction of e+0 to ev 
is very frequent; regularly so in verbal forms. εὔντων 23;, 63; and ἀργυρεῦν 
462) 65 are unique. Hyper-Ionic ev occasionally comes to light as in δραμεῦσα 
504. χασκεύσῃ, 442. εὦ iS generally so written in noun and verb, though it 
must usually be read ew. Πρηξιτέλεω 4.5 15. a Singular exception, e+e and 
e+7 are always contracted when the forms were originally separated by 
yod. ot+tn=w in βῶσον 44, 453; ἱρός is frequent, as is the synizesis of -εα 
in neuter plurals. The Ionie ov appears in κούρη, γουνάτων, νοῦσος. ἑορτή 
is attested 5,;, cf. ἐχθές 255. μέζων is found twelve times, μείζων but once. 
(2) Consonants: « for wis very frequent. Traces of F are scarcely discernible ; 
ef. 25. τὰ οἰκί, but in five other passages the word has no f. The hiatus 
in 4;, is excused by the caesura. There are many indications of psilosis, 
though these are outnumbered by the occurrences of the rough breathing. 
While αὖτις is found there is no trace of οὐκί. χύτρη 775 and ἐνταῦθ᾽ 333 have 
driven out the Ionic forms. σσ holds its own (rr only three times). γλήχω 
occurs. θλῆται 34, and OAR 253; 54 (?) are not Tonic. (3) Nown declension: ew 
generally, and -ewy probably everywhere in the genitive of a stems. -αις 
and -ors are certain, though the longer forms occur, Iota stems have -vos, -t. 
(4) Pronouns : μευ, σευ, τέο ; ἡμέων, ὑμέων (2.1) and ὑμέων, ἥμέας, ὕμξας as well as 
ἡμᾶς and ὑμᾶς. The Doric viv is slightly more common than ply, Reflexive 
pronouns in Ionic dress are σεωυτήν 2,0» σεωυτοῦ 790» ἑωυτόν 5815 (cf. ὡυτῆς ΟἿΣ 
The demonstrative officiates occasionally as the relative. (5) Verbs : ἐποιεύμεσθα 
47, ἐσύλευν Class. Rev. V 481 no. 3. Pure verbs that contract in Attic are 
always contracted though the scriptio plena is often found. ὁδρώρηκα 5, &c. and 
ἀκήκουκας 5.0 are new forms. οἶσθας 25; is the same form that Zenodotos 
regarded as Homeric. (6) Adverbs, &e.: ἤν almost always, ὁτεύνεκ᾽ 520, cf. 
7193) Ha; és is much more common than εἰς. 


The following is a brief statement of the position of the 
dialect. For a detailed examination, see the discussion of the 
sounds and inflections of Ionic. 


45.] The Vowels. Adds though frequent in the elegy, 15 not 
found in the iambists. ληός is attested in Hipponax 88. Sup- 
posed Doric forms such as κωρίδες S.A. 15 (ef. Anan. 5.) or 
πώλυπος in 8, A. 29 do not vitiate the conclusion that the 1ambo- 
graphers did not mix dialects. See under OY. 

If νόσοι, found in S. A. 1. is correct, it must be classed with 
νόσημα, &e. 

On ὀρείας in Hipponax 35,, see under OY. 

οὔνομα in Simonides of Amorgos 79; savours of the epic 
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transformation of the Ionic ὄνομα. It is probably a misread 
form. Usually the prosaical is also the poetical form, as 
witness Archilochos’ évdduos. 

Tonic ἡ still occurs in Skythinos 1. 

As to the contraction of vowels the iambic poets speak with 
no uncertain voice. 

(1) When yod intervened between ae, ao, aw, εε, en and εει 
contraction has resulted, even if, as happens in a few cases, the 
contraction is not visibly expressed; as in Sim. Amorg. 19 
where the form δοκέει must be scanned as an iambus. ew 
results always in a monophthong as does «0, though the ortho- 
graphy varies between co, with synizesis, and ev, which is perhaps 
due to the later manner of writing. 

(2) Vowels originally separated by F or σ may, but need not, 
contract. eo. yields εἰ in all other cases except Hipponax 11, 
where Bergk’s reading dye? has an initial ἃ that is not in 
harmony with the etymology. 


46.] The Consonants. The « equivalents of the Homeric 7 
forms appear at the opening of the seventh century and remain 
in undisturbed possession. The presence of ὅπως upon an in- 
scription from Thasos is no proof, as Wilamowitz opines, of the 
avoidance by Archilochos of the « forms. The rough breathing 
appears intact in the Thasiote Archilochos (with the exception of 
but two instances), a fact which seems to bespeak its presence in 
the Nesiotic Ionic of the seventh century. From the MSS. of 
Simonides of Amorgos no conclusion can be drawn in reference 
to the psz/osis of the dialect, but Hipponax offers proof that the 
Tonic of the Asiatic mainland was devoid of the influence of the 
spiritus asper, save in fixed compounds of preposition with verb. 
Digamma seems to occur only in of (Arch. 29, and Sim. Amorg. 
7.9)» though the number of cases directly opposed to its presence 
is so overwhelming that we are compelled to regard 7 dé of and 
οὐδέ of as mere formulae, proving nothing more than similar 
cases of hiatus in the tragic poets. 

ἄμμορος in Hipponax seems to be the Epic and Aiolic form. 


See ὃ 339. 
Movable xu is employed, though sparingly. 


47.| Declension. The dual is extinct. The genitives in τέῳ 
and -ewy are completely established in the beginning of the 
seventh century. 

In the dative plural instances of -ars and of -οἱς before con- 
sonants are rare, if permissible at all. It is by no means certain 
that (in the few examples which occur) we are not to recognize 
the instrumental which is obsolescent even in Homer. Scholars 
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of Nauck’s proclivities have not succeeded in ousting all cases of 
this form from the epos. To cure Arch. 23 the knife must cut 
deep. The later Ananios without doubt used -ous. 

τοῖο is rigorously excluded from iambic poetry. Archilochos 
in the elegy has a sure case of the archaic form. Hipponax 
bears witness to the influence of the epos only in his hexameter 
παρὰ Biv ἁλὸς ἀτρυγέτοιο (854). 

τ-εσσι, ἴῃ nouns which are non-sigmatie, is a stranger to all the 
iambographers except Ananios. 


48.] Pronouns. The iambographers used κεῖνος, κεῖθι, the 
elegists both the longer and the shorter form. 


49.| Verbs. The presence of the syllabic augment is rigidly 
enforced. Where the contrary seems to be the case, as Sim. 
Amorg. 7,;, hyphaeresis must be assumed to have taken place. 
The temporal augment may be neglected in the case of verbs 
whose initial syllable is long by position. The existence of 
parallel forms in -am and -ew begins as early as Archilochos, 
though it is not till the New Ionic period that these puzzling 
forms appear in great numbers. The elegy recognizes the 
existence of the -ew form in but one verb (Theog. 169 μωμεύ- 
μενος, 369 μωμεῦνται). 


50.1] Prepositions, Adverbs. ἐς is the preferred form. ἄν 


obtains everywhere except in Ananios who has the epic κέ. 


51.| The language of the inscriptions alone is not an absolute 
proof of the Ionic character of a form in question unless the 
inscription is older than 400 B.c. and contains no form specifically 
Attic. The language of the iambists, when supported by that of 
the inscriptions, is the surest warrant of the Ionic character 
of any form, cf. § 92. The differences in inflection between 
iambic poetry and the literary Ionic of Hekataios, Herodotos, 
and Hippokrates tend mainly in the direction of the preference of 
the latter, or more strictly the preference of their MSS., for open 
forms. In iambic poetry diphthongs are less frequently deprived 
of their second element, ¢.g. in adjectives in -vs, -εἰα, -v; there 
is no shifting of surd and aspirate in the dental and guttural 
series. The poets use both θέλω and ἐθέλω, while Herodotos 
and Hippokrates seem to have confined themselves to the use of 
the latter. 

The relative and demonstrative pronouns are not restricted 
in the use of the poets to the Herodoteian rule. An external 
difference lies in the fact that the graphical expression of crasis 
is more frequent in the poets than in the prosaists and the 
inscriptions. ἔοικα seems to have been the usual form of the 
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perfect, as it is found in Sim. Amorg. and Herakleitos, while 
Herodotos uses οἶκα. Verbs in -aw are just beginning in 
Archilochos to admit the presence of the parallel form in -εω 
which has extended its domain so widely in the New Ionic. 
A sharp distinction between Herodotos and the older Ionic 
might be drawn on the lines of the existence of forms in -ow 
verbs made upon the model of -ew verbs. But the MSS. of 
Hdt., which alone contain these formations, have probably been 
vitiated to a considerable extent by theories as to the preference 
of Ionic for ev in all stages of its history. 

The iambographers agree with the inscriptions in making a 
much freer use of the movable zw than was made, according 
to the prevalent, but incorrect, theories as to their diction, by 
the first writers of Ionic prose. See ὃ 340. 


Dialect of Trochaie Poetry. 


52.| No more surprising example of the extreme delicacy with 
which the lyric poets interveined one dialect with another, can be 
discovered than the diction of early trochaic poetry. It is upon 
the foundation of contemporaneous, native speech, that both 
elegy and iambic poetry are raised: the elegy, however, permitting 
a recourse to the language of the epos which is alien to the. 
genius of iambic verse. Midway between the two, in contents 
and in spirit, stands trochaic poetry. Its dialect too is not 
exclusively that of the poet’s native speech, but is nevertheless 
far more deeply rooted to the idiom of the soil than that 
of the elegy. Homeric forms, even if belonging to another 
dialect than that of the poet, occasionally force their way in 
to heighten the pathos of this species of composition. 

Less impetuous than the allied iambie rhythm !, trochaic verse 
under the hands of Archilochos expresses an elevated moral 
purpose which bids man contemplate without surprise the marvels 
of his outward life, and hold him steadfast in the shock of 
calamity. The tone of fr. 56, 66,.74 recalls the elegiac to 
Perikles, as well as the ‘No care have I of Gyges’ golden store.’ 
When utilized for a less lofty purpose the tetrameter of the 
inveterate hater may become the vehicle of indirect attack. Yet 
it never ‘ bites into the live man’s flesh like parchment’ as does 
the terrible and keen-edged iambic. It rarely descends to the 
coarseness of the latter rhythm. 


τ of the trochaics it has been said : uxores viriliwm iamborum non eodem impetu 
quo iambi incedunt. Hermog. de Id. ΤΙ 349 calls them γοργότεροι καὶ λογοειδέ- 
στεροι and well adapted for use when ἐπείγεσθαι 6 λέγων δοκεῖ. 
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In the Archilocheian trochaic tetrameter are found the follow- 
ing cases of divergence from the dialect of iambic verse :— 
(1) Διωνύσοι᾽ 77 is the only instance of this elision! in Ionic, 
non-Homerie poetry, and the only occurrence of the -ovo form 
in this ‘species of verse. τοῖο is not found in the iambics of 
Archilochos, Simonides of Amorgos, or Hipponax. It may be 
noted that when Anakreon uses τοῖο it is not in a trochaie 
fragment, but in an acatalectic iambic dimeter with anapaestic 
anacrusis. (2) kar@avodo. 64 may easily be forced to yield to 
the form without apocope. Its removal, however, is unwise, since 
there are not wanting traces of apocope in monuments of the 
dialect which are free from the suspicion of having been in- 
fluenced by the epos. At best these traces are very rare. Apocope 
is confined almost exclusively to Aiolic and Doric. (3) φονῆες m 
59 has been regarded as containing the Homeric ending, which 
had disappeared from Ionic by the time of Archilochos. We 
find however in Samos Πριηνῆι, on which see § 510. (4) Omission 
of the syllabic augment in 73 is not an Homeric reminiscence. 
Read ’xiyjoaro. 

Solon’s tetrameters are couched in pure Attic save μοῦνον 33,, 
and κέν 33;, the latter form being interesting from the fact that 
it is the only non-Ionic, but Homeric, form employed in trochaics. 
Bins in 32, 1s probably an Ionic interloper. 

Lesser trochaic rhythms employed by Archilochos show the 
beginning of melic poetry, and are therefore referred to § 62. 


~ 


Dialect of the Elegy. 


53.| The history of the elegy from the earliest to the Attic 
period is in great measure the history of the receding of the 
Homeric forms, notably those of Aiolic tone, before the wave of 
modernization. As the freedom and mobility of the speech of 
the Divina Commedia, which set the form for the literary language 
as Homer did for his successors, were to be restrained in the course 
of time, so the epos was to lose something of its opulence and 
plasticity as it passed into the hands of the elegists. 

The elegiac poets, whether of Ionic or non-Ionic birth, accept- 
ing the language of the Homeric epos as the basis of the fabric 
of their verse, subject it to two modifications. Hither (1) the 
archaic forms are shaken off, or (2) those peculiar to the poet's 
home and age are adopted. To the forms which were found 
alike in Ionic and Aiolic, but were obsolescent at the time of 


τ See Platt, Class. Rev. II 99, Lugebil Der genit. Sing. ὃ ΠΕ 
E 2 
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the completion of the Iliad and Odyssey (800-650 B.c.), the 
elegy, as the voice of the present, displays a varying degree of 
repugnance. Thus the archaic ἐθέλωμι has become an 1m- 
possibility, of F there is but an echo, -¢: added to nominal stems 
scarcely survives, -eev in the second aorist no longer imposes 
upon our credulity, the open verbal forms are advancing rapidly, 
by way of synizesis, to the contraction stage. On the other 
hand the adaptability of -ovo still ensures its perpetuation. 

It may be the result of chance, or it may be due to the 
innovating spirit of the Ionians, that in the fragments of the 
elegists not of Ionic birth we find more archaic forms preserved 
than elsewhere. hus the suffix -@ev is found only in Tyrtaios 
and in Theognis, φι is preserved by Theognis alone, and the 
‘enclitic’ δε, found once in Archilochos (epode 98), occurs in 
Tyrtaios, Solon, and Theognis. The terminations -σι (ἐθέλῃσιν), 
-σθα (ἔχεισθα), and -μεσθα (φερόμεσθα) are dead except in 
Theognis. 

The bond of sympathy between Homer and the elegy is not 
felt in equal force by the different poets of the elegiac guild. 
Stylistic reminiscences of Homer are more frequent in Kallinos 
and in Mimnermos than in the elegies of Archilochos, the 
Tonian of the Ionians. It is the colours of war that are most 
eagerly transferred from Homer to the canvas of the elegists, 
and Kallinos and Tyrtaios contain more Homeric reminiscences 
than any other elegists. Some small part of the sententious 
wisdom of Solon and Theognis is an echo of that of the dowrgeors 
Hesiod!, In the adoption of epic reminiscences Theognis and 
several of his contemporaries evince a fondness for those of 
Aiolie structure. 

On the one hand then we have a contraction of the freedom 
permitted to the diction of the epopee. On the other, the elegists 
drew from the soil such forms as had not been deemed suitable 
in tone to express the splendour and remoteness of the epic. 
We can thus admit without hesitation the « forms of the 
Homeric πότε, πῶς, &e., even where the MSS. have z-, per- 
verted by copyists who had the Attic form in their mind’s 
eye. The inability of the Ionic to: geminate x ensures the 
correctness of Kallinos’ ὅππότε κεν δή, which has proved a 
stumbling block to Fick’s theory that the elegy in the hands 
of native Ionians contained no form not pure Ionic in character. 


* When Phokylides in his hexameters (3) uses the Doric τετόρων, he 
borrows not from the Homeric, but from the Hesiodie epos, which has left 
its traces in Theognis and Solon. Cf. Works and Days 698 and Kinkel epic 
frag. No. 248 (rérropes). Hesiod, as a rule, was not popular with the Ionians 
of Asia Minor. There is scarcely a trace of an Hesiodic formula in Kallinos 
or Mimnermos. 
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Kallinos was not troubled by the thought that the form did not 
belong to the Ionic element in the Iliad. 


54.] The chief feature in the linguistic character of the 
elegy that permits a line of division to be drawn between 
the older elegists Kallinos, Archilochos, Mimnermos, and 
Tyrtaios on the one hand, and the later Xenophanes, Phokylides, 
and Theognis on the other, is the presence of a greater number 
of Homerie Aiolisms in the latter class. These Aiolisms will 
be discussed under the head of Atomic. 

A few noteworthy marks of the Ionic of the elegists are here 
recorded. 


55.] Vowels. The indubitable Ionic form Anés (see § 160) is 
unknown to the elegy, despite the fact that it must have existed 
as early as the Ephesian poet Kallinos. From his time to that 
of Xenophanes, Aads was regularly used, if we accept the testimony 
of the MSS. It is inconceivable that it can have been employed 
in the sixth century as a living Ionic form!. The preservation 
of each archaic word must have its special history. λαός may 
have been archaic, as fo/é is, but with more distinctive dialectal 
colour. Archilochos may have used ἃ in proper names at a time 
when Ionic ἡ before vowels had passed or was passing into e. 


56.] Consonants. Xenophanes and Phokylides show no trace 
of the influence of the spiritus lenis. 

Though Mimnermos probably adopted κότε, κῶς, &c. (whereas 
Tyrtaios could not adopt so peculiarly Ionic a phonetic change), 
yet our MSS. treat both poets alike in presenting only the form 
with the labial. 

F is practically dead in the elegists of Ionic extraction. In Mimn, 
24,, Bergk writes ἄλλοτε οἶκος, where the hiatus can be explained on 
the same view as Solon’s ἄλλοτε ἄλλος and Archilochos’ ᾿Ενυαλίοιο 
ἄνακτος. On Mimn. ἵνα of 129. Xenophanes’ ὅ οἱ 2, (which recall 
@ 9), see § 389. ἑξηκονταέτη Mimn. 6, is a prose as well as 
a poetical form. Tyrtaios has, in comparison with Kallinos and 
Mimnermos, more traces of the labial spirant, while in Theognis 
the retention of the F was facilitated by the speech of his ungrateful 
fatherland. 

Assimilation of the final consonant of a preposition which has 
suffered apocope occurs but rarely (Arch. 6,, Mimn. 12,, 14,) and 
savours of Aiolic, though evidence from prose may be adduced 
in support of its Ionic character. Tyrt. 11,, may be epic or 
Dorie. 

1 Fick’s explanation of the presence of Aads in Homer is that the Tonization 


of the poems did not take place until about 540 B.c. when Anés was anti- 
quated. With this view I do not agree, nor with that of Monro, Η. 6. p. 39°. 


See Arotic, § 10 ff. 
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57.| Declension, Ionic -ew and -ewy are to be read with 
synizesis, τοῖο occurs twice in the elegies of Archilochos, four 
times in Mimnermos and in Tyrtaios, -αὺς and -ovs are not to be 
removed from Tyrtaios and Theognis. Their expulsion from 
the Ionic elegists can be accomplished only with great diffi- 
culties. 

The inflection of πόλις shows forms of various ages. Xenoph. 
2, has πόλεως, Tyrtaios πόληϊ 12,5 but πόλει 410, Theognis 
πόληος 757 but πόλεος 56. Archilochos has the old Ionic 
νηός. Kallinos preserves the old form of nv stems in ᾿Ησιονῆας, 
which has its parallel in φονῆες Arch. tetr. 59. Tyrtaios and 
Theognis admit the 7 forms more freely. Phokyl. 1, professes 
to have TIpoxAéovs, an impossible Ionic form. ἔρως, which is 
stamped as Ionic by Archilochos (ep. 103), is also Theognideian. 


58.| Pronouns. σαυτοῦ is read Mimn. 73, though Bekker’s 
σ᾽ αὐτοῦ shows that the critic could not reconcile himself to so 
early an appearance of the pronoun. σαυτοῦ Theog. 795 is 
generally declared to be Attic, while for ἐμαυτόν Xenoph., which 
Bergk (II p. 116) retains, Schneidewin proposed ἐμεωυτόν. 

59.| Vowel combinations are contracted in the elegy with 
almost as much freedom as in iambic or trochaic poetry. An 
-ee. from -ew verbs is unknown. τελέων Mimn. 11,3, κλονέοντα 
14,, Xenophanes καλέουσιν 2, and δοκέουσι Phokyl. 9, are the 
only examples of vowels uncontracted in verbs upon the dis- 
appearance of yod. Forms from adjectives in -adeos which occur 
only in the elegists, likewise remain open, ἠέλιος is not displaced 
by the prose form. Contraction is not imperative upon the loss 
ΟΥ ΕΙ ΟΥ σ. 

60.] Particles. ἄν is regularly employed by the Jonians, 
except in a single instance when Kallinos uses κέν. In the 
latter part of the sixth century (Theognis) κέν is more frequently 
employed. 

The second book of the Theognideian collection contains many 
forms which must be allowed to stand, though inconsistent with 
those that are usual in the earlier portion. So too in all portions 
which can be shown to be the result. of later imitation, Attic 
forms must be allowed a place. This may excuse such forms as 
εἶ 456, but is chiefly applicable to the contraction of «+0 to ov 
which occurs in the Alexandrine elegy in conjunction with the 
Tonic «v. The correctness of some Doric forms is not to be 
impeached because of the adoption of a Doric element by the 
later elegists. Until it is accurately determined what portions 
of Theognis are ancient, what of quite recent date, his text is an 
insufficient criterion in cases where a just doubt may arise as to 
whether or not a given form is contemporary Ionic. 
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The Ionic Element in Solon. 


61.] In Archilochos no great interval in tone separates the 
iambic from the elegiae fragments. In Solon, too, the spirit of 
the elegiacs is not appreciably different from that of the iambic 
trimeters and tetrameters. Perhaps a greater measure of 
objectivity is discernible in the former than in the latter species 
of the lyric art as cultivated by the Athenian lawgiver. In the 
domain of language, however, each form of composition is 
subject to its own conditions. 

The iambies are composed in the pure dialect of the first half 
of the sixth century. The pathos of the γλῶσσαν οὐκέτ᾽ ᾿Αττικὴν 
ἱέντας (36,) echoes the spirit of the Athenian, to whom the 
adoption of an un-Attic idiom was not easy; a fact attested 
by the language of the epigrams discovered upon Attic soil 
which almost without exception adopt the contemporary Attic 
form. Cf. §§ 72, 75, 2, 189. 

The fragments of the oldest Attic elegy as represented by 
Solon, and in fact the remains of the entire Attic elegy to the 
time of Kritias, have been handed down in a form whose 
correctness, so far as the interrelation of the Attic ἃ purum 
and the Ionic ἢ is concerned, has been disputed, notably by 
Kirchhoff!. The form of the Soloneian elegy as presented by 
the MSS. is practically that of the later epigrams, which do not 
scruple to use, now the Attic a, now the Ionic »?. Kirchhoff 
contends that an Attic elegy with ἃ purum, or an Attic elegy 
- with ἡ throughout, would be conceivable ; that we could not take 
umbrage even at a mixture of Attic and Ionic, provided there 
were discernible some law governing the interrelation of the 
two dialects; but that an arbitrary procedure which permits now 
ἃ purum, now Ionic ἡ in the same word, is, in the hight of the 
evidence afforded by the contemporary elegiac fragments upon 
inscriptions, utterly inconceivable. 

In § 72 it is shown that the language of the Attic elegy in 
the inscriptions of the sixth and fifth centuries is, as far as the 
use of ἃ purum is concerned, pure Attic without a single trace of 
the Ionic ἡ. The evidence of the stcne records contemporary 
with, or subsequent to, Solon speaks therefore with no uncertain 
voice in favour of the view that would expel all cases of Ionic ἢ 
from the text of the ancient lawgiver. In confirmation of this 
opinion may be adduced the fact that the MSS, of Solon have 


1 Zur Geschichte d. attischen Epigramms in Hermes V 48 fi. 
2 Wagner, Quaestiones de epigrammatis, p. 25. 
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passed through the hands of scribes who substituted Ionic for 
Attic forms. In XIII 46 there is no other reading than the 
hyper-Ionic οὐδεμίην. Similar forms have been dragged into 
the text of the philosophers (cf. Anaxagoras, 4). With all his 
dependence upon the diction of Homer, it must therefore be held 
that all cases of purely Ionic ἡ must be expelled from Solon’s 
text. 

On the other hand the inscriptional evidence does not support 
the contention of those scholars! who would find in the early 
Athenian elegy nothing but contemporary Attic forms; as it 
disproves Kirchhoft’s view that the Old Attic epigrams contain 
nothing but Attic forms, the Ionic epigrams nothing but pure 
Jonic, and that a mixture of Attic and Ionic is unknown 
in the earliest period. κούρη we find in C. I. A. I 469 (ᾧ 75, 2), 
εἵνεκα in conjunction with γενεᾶς C. 1. A. IV 477 E (§ 78), 
᾿Αἴδαο C. 1. A. I 481, ἀπο]φθιμένοιο C. I. A. IV 477 C., ποτί 
C. I. A. I 466. This admixture of the Attic and Homeric 
dialect which we meet in the sixth century B.c. is the forerunner 
of that constant juxtaposition of Attic and Ionic which exists 
in the epigrams of the latest period. With Φρασικλείας, κούρη in 
C.J. A. I 469, cf. Λυκείας, κούρην Kaibel 152. Kirchhoff indeed 
holds? that κούρη is an Attic form, the ‘survival of older phonetic 
conditions of the Attic idiom.’ Even Kretschmer, who contends ὃ 
that Διόσκουροι is genuine Attic, does not venture the assertion 
that this ov is Attic save in compounds in which the accent 

receded the syllable containing the diphthong. 

If the Attic elegy, as it found expression among the common 
people in funereal monuments, did not refuse to own at least 
a partial allegiance to the epic, it is the more improbable that, 
in its literary form under the hands of Solon, it should have cast 
off all forms not of Attic colouring. εἰπέμεναι has, indeed, long 
ago retired before the εἰπεῖν μοι of Aristotle; ἔμμεναι may only 
occur in a spurious verse: but all efforts to disturb ἡγεμόνεσσιν 
must be fruitless in the face of the fact that this form comes 
to light in the elegy upon the deeds of Kimon preserved by 
Plutarch (Kimon 7). 

In general it may be said of the dialect of Solon that it goes 
along with that of his Ionie predecessors or contemporaries. 
Open -ew has ceased to exist in verbal and substantival forms, 
-ew or τῷ being substituted therefor; Ionic -ev is found four, and 
Attic -ov three, times in the elegies. Verbs in aw, ew, ow are 
always contracted. Upon the disappearance of intervocalie o 
contraction results almost invariably. Solon has Παιῶνος 13,,, 


1 Notably Fick, B. B. XIV 252. 
? Hermes, V 54. ° K. Z., XXXI 442. 
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whereas Archilochos had zaujova, but there are cases where 
vowels originally separated by F are kept apart. Traces of 
initial F do not exist. The Ionic form in oo seems to have 
forced its way in, to the entire exclusion of the native rr. 
Apocope of ἀνά occurs once (11,). τοῖο is found but twice, 
while τοῖς and -αἰς are so rare that their existence has been 
denied. Wherever there is a variation in the MSS. between 
Attic and Ionic forms the former should be adopted. 
On Solon’s trochaics, see § 52. 


Lonisms of Melic Poetry. 


62.] Archilochos (Epodes). Forms not in consonance with 
the native dialect of the poet are: κόρης 120 (iobacchics), ὀρέων 
115, a fragment of like metre with 114, if the final syllable of 
δυσπαιπάλους be regarded as anceps. In 114 (asynartetic, 
dactylic tetrapody + ithyphallicus) we find λίπε, a case of omitted 
augment which is not analogous to κιχήσατο 73 and ποτᾶτο 186, 
where hyphaeresis may account for the unusual form. The 
hiatus in ἡ δέ of g7 recalls that of 29 (iambic), and is probably 
stereotyped. 

Of the lesser trochaic rhythms! Archilochos manifests a pre- 
ference for the ithyphallicus both in conjunction with the dactylic 
tetrapody, as in 114 and 115, and also when the paroemiacus 
precedes, as in 79, a fragment containing Χαρίλαε. 

The trochaic tripody installed itself early in favour with the 
purely melic poets. Sappho united two ithyphallies to form 
a single verse, Anakreon employed the tripody after an iambic 
dimeter. Whether the Hai/ to the Chief of Archilochos (119) 
contains a catalectic trochaic tetrapody is doubtful. The 
occurrence of the form Ἰόλαος (in the iambic trimeter) is at 
least worthy of note. λαός does not appear in the pure iambics 
of Archilochos. 


63.] Anakreon. The dialect of Anakreon is the Ionic? of his 
time with an admixture of Aiolisms (see under Melic Atouisms) 
sufficient to indicate the debt his genius owed to the Lesbian 
school. These Aiolisms are not rigorously confined to the metres 
inherited by the Teian bard from his Mitylenaian predecessors. 
Dorisms, though found in the fragments handed down by 
Hephaistion, held to exist by Eustathios (1862,,) and suggested 
by Bergk in his emendations, are totally foreign to the atmo- 


' On the tetrameter, see ὃ 52. : ‘ 
2 ἔγραψεν ἐλεγεῖα καὶ ἰάμβους, Ἰάδι πάντα διαλέκτῳ, Suidas. 
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sphere of the poet. The following Ionisms attest the character 
of his language: κ for 7 in κού, Kd, ἐσκατορᾷς 1g, ἐπίστιον 90,. 
κάθοδος 43, is not a proof of the presence of the initial asper in 
the sixth century. ὀχάνοιο in gt is the only example of the 
archaic ending in the Ionic melos!; τιθέμεναι in the same 
fragment is another example of the persistence of the Homeric 
form (though both might be classed with the Aiolisms). Another 
older form is Ποσιδηϊών 6. The shorter forms -avs and -ovs (ὁ. 9. 
24, 64.) cannot be conjectured out of existence. Anakreon is of 
great importance for the study of the supposed fondness of Tonic 
for open vowels. In vocalic contraction Anakreon followed his 
predecessors in the treatment of vowels originally separated by 
you. φιλέει 70, δοκέεις 75. written with serzptio plena are due to 
Hephaistion and Heraklides Pontikos respectively. When F or σ 
intervened, Anakreon adopted the open or the contracted form. 
In a considerable number of instances the uncontracted forms 
appear in the MSS. despite the necessity of contraction or at 
least synizesis. Forms that are certainly open are rare, 6. 7. 
Θρηϊκίης 96 eleg. (but cf. 49, 75), πάϊς 21,,. In 45 we even 
find δ (cf. 65), and in 63, éyyeas! Initial F is extinct. 
The genitives in -ew and -ewy are monosyllabic. The expulsion 
of the second element of the diphthongs εἰ and οἱ occurs chiefly 
in Anakreon and Hipponax, and reminds us of the approach of 
the later prose usage. Crasis is not often expressed graphically 
(Gane. 00, οἷς ἀκ) 


Lhe lonie Element in the Epigram and in Melic Poetry (Alkman, 
Stesichoros, Ibykos, Simonides, Pindar, Bacchylides). 


64.| The nature of the mixed dialect adopted by Alkman, 
Stesichoros, Ibykos, Simonides of Keos, Pindar, Bacchylides, &c., 
who made use of Doric, Aiolic and Ionic, will be discussed in 
a later volume of this work in the chapter treating of the 
mixture of dialects in the earlier choral poetry and in the later 
universal melic, 

The Ionisms which constituted a portion of the poetical 
apparatus of choral poetry, are drawn chiefly from the Homeric, 
less frequently from the Hesiodic epos. 

Regard to the virtue of each of the component parts? of the 
melic art dictated the presence of epic forms in varying degree. 


* This fragment is the only example of an acatal. iamb. dimeter with an 
anapaestic anacrusis. 


* Plato, Rep. IIIT 398 D: τὸ μέλος ἐκ τριῶν ἐστὶ συγκείμενον, λόγου τε καὶ 
ἁρμονίας καὶ ῥυθμοῦ. ᾿ 
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When the substructure of the poem is Ionic and we find super- 
imposed both Doric and Aiolic, Dorie is the heavier, Aiolic the 
lighter element. When Doric lies at the base, the purely Ionic 
framework is more noticeable than the Aiolic. 


_ 65.] Forms of distinctly Ionie colouring are exceedingly rare 
in Alkman. In fr. 30 the MS. has γούνατα for which γώνατα is 
to be written with Hiller; so Dor. δωρί for δουρί fr. 68. In 
εἴαρος 26, τρεῖς 76, ὄρνεις 28, ἁγεῖται (-ῆται Schneid.) 93, the εἰ 
is Ionic, as is the case in εἰμένα 97 (Hiller ἡμένα). The εἰ of 
εἴπατε 47, 56 B is pan-Hellenic. 


66.] In the following sections are examined the occurrences of 
the purely Ionic forms in the melic poets, Stesichoros, Ibykos, 
Pindar, Simonides, and Bacchylides. In the case of the epigrams 
of Simonides the occurrences of ἃ are noticed. Since a regis- 
tration of such Homeric forms as are not absolutely Ionic is not 
attempted, all Aiolo-Ionic forms are excluded. 

In order not to break the light thrown upon the dialect of the 
different varieties of lyric verse cultivated by Simonides, the 
epigram has been noticed here rather than in conjunction with 


the elegy (see ᾧ 53 ff.). 


67.| The epigram was originally completely local in colouring 
and not restricted to the elegiac distich as a vehicle of expression. 
In the oldest monuments we find the hexameter1, a metre which 
still proved serviceable after the distich had long been in vogue. 
Homer indeed was styled the first epigrammatist on the strength 
of H 89— 


> Ν Ἂς /, fal / n 
ἀνδρὸς μὲν τόδε σῆμα πάλαι κατατεθνηῶτος, 

Ἵ 
ὅν ToT ἀριστεύοντα κατέκτανε φαίδιμος “Extap. 


Epigraphical monuments of the seventh century such as the 
Korkyraian inscriptions in honour of Polynovas, Menekrates, 
Amiadas (C. D. I. 3186, 3188, 3189) are composed in hexa- 
meters, but in the Korinthian dialect. Attic epigrams in 
hexametrical form are to be found C. I. A. I 468, cf. 465, 476, 
478. 
coe of the earliest Doric epigrams in the distich form— 


εἰ μὴ ἐγὼν ὦναξ παγχρύσεός εἰμι κολοσσὸς 
ἐξώλης εἴη Κυψελιδᾶν γενεά 


1 Cf. Hdt. V 59, Plato, Laws XII 958 E. Epigrams in iambic or trochaic 
metre are rare in all periods. 
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was designed for the colossus of Zeus, consecrated by Kypselos 
not long after Ol. 331. An early epigram in Boiotian is found 
im is Gi Δ 116. 

If the epigram was originally couched in the dialect of the 
person in whose honour it was composed, the rise of the elegiac 
distich? as the instrument for the expression of grief or of 
sententious thought, changed in course of time its linguistic 
framework. Instead of representing a purely local idiom in its 
literary form, the epigram often accepts the Ionic of the elegy 
as an ingredient. Antiquated terminations such as -σθα, -μεσθα, 
-Oev, -pw are rejected, though -ovo is retained from the fact that 
it is well adapted to come immediately before the first caesura, 
and at the end of the verse. 

With Simonides the epigram widens its horizon, does not 
disdain ornament, and admits Dorie and Attic forms as a 
constituent part of a diction that is not a local, but an epic, 
Jonic. Some portions of Ionic territory such as Chios, where no 
trace of an admixture of Doric may be discovered, have yielded 
epigrams containing a slight infusion of Doric forms. The 
Athenian epigram, however, displays a repugnance to forms 
alien to Attic. This consciousness of the duty to the mother 
tongue finds expression as early as Solon (γλῶσσαν (γλῶτταν ?) 
οὐκέτ᾽ ᾿Αττικὴν tévras). Hpigrams that have come to light upon 
the soil of Attika generally contain nothing that is not pure 
Attic. But when a Dorian or an Ionian caused a monument 
to be erected in Attika in memory of a fellow countryman, 
we observe the introduction of Dorie or Ionic forms. So in 
Simonides Dorisms or Atticisms are admissible in case Dorians 
or inhabitants of Attika are the cynosure of the poet’s eye. 
These Dorisms must not be too remote, that is, specifically 
local in tone. 

In the course of time, as the individuality of dialect life 
disappeared, the strictness of the principles regulating the diction 
of the ancient epigram relaxed. In late inscriptional epigrams 
from Attika we find Ionic and Attic forms commingling, much 
in the same manner as in the MSS, of the old-time epigram- 
matists, whose texts have suffered no little depravation from 
the hand of time. A παιδείαι καὶ σοφίηι is not an unusual 
occurrence. Even when the general frame-work is Attic or 
Doric, Ionic forms continue to appear. Nor are these Ionisms 
restricted, as might be expected, to those enfranchised by the 
Homerie poems. The New Ionic occasionally makes itself 
heard. Errors of the stone cutters in the direction of the 
insertion of familiar forms become more and more frequent as 


1 Bergk Gr. Lit.-Gesch, IY 174. ? Cf. Mackail, Anthology, p. 5. * 
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time advances. The poet even ventures upon dialect collocations 
which would have been avoided at an earlier date. In an 
execrable elegy commemorating the exploits of a Megarian in 
the Korinthian war, the Doric is contaminated by ᾿Αθήνας 
(which is pardonable enough), and by δήμωι. We also meet with 
a Dorie epigram in honour of an Ionian, whose name, however, 
still retains its Ionic stamp. In the epigrams of peoples who 
once spoke Ionic the admixture of Ionic forms is not more 
surprising than in those monuments which commemorate Dorians, 
Dialect epigrams became a matter of personal predilection de- 
pendent more or less upon the skill and taste of the local poet. 

The investigation of the epigram at the period of its highest 
artistic excellence is beset with the difficulty that there has 
been fathered upon Simonides no inconsiderable number of 
ereations of a later date (Bergk 178-188), whose spuriousness is 
not always easy to demonstrate. Junghahn’s! criterion of the 
use of ὅδε and οὗτος is here of no avail. The possibility of 
deception was rendered comparatively easy in the case of the 
epigrammatists because it was not till late, as we learn from 
inscriptions 2, that the artist affixed his name to his work as 
a mark of its genuineness. The fragments of the lyric poets 
were collected without critical examination at a tolerably early 
date, and Alexandrian and later learning was impatient of the 
confession that it could not discover the author of an epigram 
that professed to have been handed down from the golden age of 
lyric poetry. The result was that to Archilochos, Pisander, 
Sappho, Erinna, Anakreon, and especially Simonides, much has 
been attributed that is the product of mendacious art or scholastic 
exercise. 


68.] Ionic H*. The choric poets agree in using ἃ for the Ionic 
7 in all passages except those mentioned below, where the reading 
of the chief MSS. is stated; but pan-Hellenic 7 is not changed 
to a. 

(1) In the terminations of the first declension. Exceptions are 
rare, e.g. Sim. 46, 60, 66, 76; Bacch. 13,, 24, 26, 271, 39; 
Stesich. 26,, Pind. P. V 67. In several of these passages there 
is MS. authority for the ἃ form, as also in Ibyk. 20. 

In the epigrams composed in honour of Dorians ἃ is to be 


1 Quaestiones de Simonidis Cei epigrammatis (fourth Jahresbericht tiber das 
Luisenstidtische Gymnasium zu Berlin, 1869). ᾿ 

3 The source of an epigram may be indicated in inscriptions by other 
means. In Hicks 11 we have a late restoration of an epigram by Simonides, 
whose name appears in the introduction. 

3 See Mucke De dialectis Stesichori, Ibyct, Simonidis, Bacchylidis aliorumque 
poetarum choricorum cum Pindarica comparatis. Schaumberg Quaestiones de dialecto 
Sim. Cei, Bacch., Ibyci; Peter De dialecto Pindari. See Aroxic, ὃ I00. 
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accepted, e.g. Sim. 99, 103, 141, 160 where Ionic and Doric stand 
side by side according to the editions. The tendency to adopt 
epic instead of Doric forms is seen in 138, an epigram quoted by 
Thukydides, Demosthenes, Plutarch, and by Suidas with the 
Tonic Ἑλλήνων ἀρχηγός, μνῆμ᾽, though the historian expressly 
says that the words were inscribed by order of Pausanias. 
ἐμπορίην in 127 must yield to ἐμπορίαν since γενεάν precedes. 
The MSS. vary in the case of Nos. 105, 115, 116, 141. 
Conversely Doric forms have MS. authority when no reason 
appears to exist for their presence (e.g. 89, 108). 

(2) In forms derived from verbs with stems in -a or from 
nouns of the A declension. Exceptions are ὀνησίπολις Sim. 55 
(vaca 55), ἔστη Bacch. 33 (cf. ἔφα), θνητῶν Sim. 71, Bacch. 3 
and θνητοῖς Bacch. 9, 36. θνατός is frequently attested. dduares 
Bacch. 34, the conjecture of Bergk, must be adopted in place 
of Clem. Alex. and LHusebios’ ἀδμῆτες (θεόδμητος in a few 
MSS. Pind. Ol. III 7, elsewhere -ὅματος). In Sim. epig. 141; 
we have νικήσαντα and αἰγλήεντα 177 (hexam.); elsewhere the ἡ 
forms except μνάματα 134,, μνᾶμ᾽ 138,. 


Pindar has φώνασε Ol. XIII 67 &e., ἐδινάθην P. XI 38 (B has η), ὠκυδίνατος 
Isth. V 6, πεποναμένον P. IX 93, ποναθῇ Ol. VI 11, the first and last verbs 
having ἡ forms elsewhere. Boeckh’s φιλάσαντ᾽ N. VII 88 and φίλασ᾽ ΝΟΥ 
44 have but poor support; ἀπονοστάσαντος N. VI. 50; ὕμνᾶσαι in all MSS. 
Isth. 1117. 


(3) In the augment of verbs whose initial vowel is a. 
Sim. ἤρξατο 46 has long ago been corrected in the light of 
ἅλλοντο 40,- For ἄρθη τό the MSS. have ἠέρθη. In the 
epigrams Sim. has ἡ (6.9. ἤρθη 111,). Pind. P. IV 119 has 
προσηΐδα, 

(4) Forms with radical ἃ. S. has ἄπρακτος 5,,, 39, Bacch. 
ἄπρακτ᾽ 20, Pindar πρᾶξις &e., but ἀπρήκτων Isthm. VIII 8, 
which is defended by Boeckh on grounds that fail to produce 
conviction. Pindar has furthermore ἡ in σιδηρίταν N. V το. 
ἡσυχία is the better attested reading in six passages, despite the 
existence of ἁσύχιμον ΟἹ. 11 32, ἁσύχιον P. IX 22. Μνημοσύνας 
is supported by a consensus of all MSS. N. VII 15, and στήλα 
by the testimony of some in OL. III 44. Elsewhere ἡ is found 
only in proper names in Pindar :—Znvé fifteen times, Ζηνός four 
times, Ζῆνα P. IV 194, ΙΧ 64; Θρηϊκίων P. IV 205; ᾿Ασκληπιόν 
N. IIT 54 is condoned by Peter for the strange reason that the 
ode has an Aiolic colouring (᾿Ασκλα- is Aiolic); an argument 
put forward by Hermann and Boeckh in defence of πολυμάλῳ 
Ol. I 12, which Gildersleeve regards 88 -- πολυκάρπῳ. μῆλον 
sheep has ἡ invariably in Pindar. 
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Simonides 79 with ἥδυμος brings up the question of the origin 
of the word and its relation to νήδυμος (see Leaf on B 2). In 
41,, 71 and 74 S. has ἃ. In the following words 7 occurs :-— 
ἀμήχανος 51, cl. 43, ἤματα 12, ἡμερόφωνος 80 B, σηκός Ag 
κληΐς 23, ἠλίθιος 5;. On ὀνησίπολις 55, &e. see above {5}. δὴ 
57, στάλας, not στήλας, is correct. In his epigrams S. has 4, as 
m ΠΠελοποννάσου 01. (v./. ἡ), νᾶσος 96,, δάμῳ 15549, Tapa 126, 
καρύσσει 182, (spurious ?), 

In a trochaic fragment (28) Bacchylides has ἡδύς, which is 
Attic rather than epic. In 24 we find πῆχυν, in g Ζηνί. 

Ibykos offers Θρηΐκιος 1, κῆπος 1, πεπηγώς 21. 

Stesichoros νηυσίν 32, ἀμήχανα 51 (as Epicharmos and Theo- 
kritos) with which ef. 8. 5,,,43. Pindar has uniformly ἀμάχανος. 
Furthermore κήδεα 50, ἠλίβατος 83. 

(5) In compounds whose prior member ends in o usually. 
στεφανηφόρον (Bergk, P. L. G. III 734, 1. 7) was formerly at- 
tributed to Pindar, whereas the correct form appears Ol. VIII ro. 
In P. ΧΙ ὃ ὁμηγερέα or -yvpéa, despite ὁμάγυριν Isth. VII 46. 

(6) Feminines in -ἄνᾶ. Pindar’s ᾿Αλκμήνα (e.g. Ol. VII 27) 
led Schneidewin to correct ᾿Αλκμάνας Sim. 8. εἰράνα (Lysistr. 
1081) should not cause any confusion as to the Doric character 
of the form εἰρήνα, attested by Alkman and containing a pan- 
Hellenic ἡ. εἰράνα seems to be due to the influence of ceddva, 
yahava. In Pindar we have εἰρήνα in almost all MSS. Ol. XIII 
7, P. IX. 23, N. 1 69 (εἰράναν in the pseudo-Pind. adesp. 140). 
εἰρήνη In Bacch. 13,, needs only the slight change to εἰρήνα and 
not Boeckh’s more caustic remedy Pindar has both ᾿Αθάνα 
(e.g. Ol. XIIT 82) and ᾿Αθηναίαϊ (Ol. VII 36) and Sim. in his 
epigrams has ᾿Αθάνας 151, and ᾿Αθηναίης 143,. Compare the use 
in tragedy. If any change is necessary in Sim. 151, I should 
prefer ᾿Αθηνᾶς to Bergk’s ᾿Αθήνης. This contracted form occurs 
in Attic as early as the sixth century. ᾿Αθήνη 15 a rare form, if 
it exists at all, upon old inscriptions. An instance is found 
Roberts I. No. 26, but at all events is too doubtful to permit us 
to assume that this form was a part of the poet’s apparatus. 
Sim. has “Ἑλλάνων 108, and 138 (epigr.) as Pindar, e.g. P. I 49, 
and Timokr. 2 “EAAavas. Pindar has ἀπήνα Ol. V 3, ποτανός 
often, but ποτηνός P. V 114 (Peter proposes πετηνός or πετεινός) ; 
Μυκηνᾶν in P. IV 40 is strange. 

(7) Suffix in -ras=Ionic -rns. Bacchyl. 42 ἁβρότητι, where 
the Doric form is intentionally excluded by the choice of rhythm 
and tone of the fragment. Pindar has -τᾶτ- invariably. 


1 Peter thinks the 7 of ᾿Αθηναία was retained from the epic from a reveren- 
tial regard for proper names. Cp. the treatment of Ἡρακλῆς in Boiotian and 
Thessalian. Most editors read ᾿Αθαναία in Ol. VII 36, N. X 84. 


΄ 


64 THE IONIC DIALECT. [ 69. 


(8) Other suffixes: ᾿Ιθακήσιος in Bacchyl. 38; καύχημα Isth. 
Υ 5ι. 

(9) Ionic n= Doric du=Aiolic dup, < acy. Tbykos 1,, has 
ἡμετέρας which was corrected by Hermann. Bacchylides 11 has 
ἁμέτερον. 

(10) In isolated words (radical syllables): Ibyk. 22 has νήριτον 
in the MS. which was changed by Boeckh to ἀνηριτᾶν. Bergk 
reads dvapirav. In Ib. 1, μηλίδες (despite μᾶλον Stes. 29, Ib. 6) has 
been corrected by Hiller. πηνέλοψ᾽ Stes. ΟἹ (schol. Aves 1302). 

πρᾶτον in Sim. 182 (probably spurious). 


69.| Other Ionisms. (1) Cases of the adulterine diphthong 
εἰ are as follows. 

Pindar: εἰνάλιος except P. IV 39 where ἐνάλιος oceurs, ἀλεγει- 
vos, ἐρατεινός, ποθεινός, σκοτεινός, κλεινός eleven times (elsewhere 
κλεεννός three times, cf. κελαδεννός, φαεννός), κεινός ΟἹ. IIT 45 
and xeveds. In the case of κελαδεινός and φαεινός Homer uses 
the Ionic forms without exception. 

The inf. in -εἰν occurs besides that in -yev and in -ev; εἰμέν P. 
111 60, 

Stesichoros: κλεινᾶς 5, χειροβρώς 4, κλαίειν 51. 

Simonides: ποθεινός 71, (also in Likymn. 4), εἰαρινός 572, 732 
(Pind. ἠρινός P. IX 46); χεῖρας 8,, χειρῶν 17 (χέρα 374, χερσίν 
52). ‘In the epigrams Sim. has χεῖρα 141, χειρός 1363, χεῖρας 
107g, 115,); εἰροπόλιοι 235 (Bergk αἰριπόλιοι). ξεῖνος occurs only 
in the epigrams and élegies: Ξεινοφίλου 1473, ξεινοδόκων 84, 
and as v. 1. in 96, 92,3; κλεινοῖο epigr. 94, (κλεεννόν ep. 1205, 
κλεεινόν by conjecture). εἰ also in εἰμί ep. 1524. 

Bacchylides: ἱκνεῖσθαι 35. 

(2) The adulterine ov and ov due to metrical lengthening occur 
as follows :— 

Pindar: Οὔλυμπος Ol. III 36, XIII 92, BP. IV 914, No Χ 
84, Is. IV 55, frag. 30,; Οὐλυμπιονίκας Ol. IV 9, Οὐλυμπίᾳ 
Ol. ΠῚ 15, V 2, N. IV 75. Elsewhere Ὄλυμπος, Ὀλυμπιάς, 
Ὀλύμπιος. 

μοῦνος P. IV 227, 1X 27, Is. V 12, elsewhere μόνος ; νοῦσος P. 
III 7, 1V 293, elsewhere νόσος ; κοῦρος κούρα throughout ; δούρατος 
P. IV 38, δουρί Ol. VI 17, N. IX 263 γούνασιν Is. IL 26; οὔρεϊ 
Is. VI 32, οὔρεσι P. VI 21; οὐλόμενον P. X 41, -av P. IV 293, 
frag. 107,); μουσικᾶς Ol. I 15, elsewhere Μοῖσα; ᾿Αρέθουσαν P. 
III 69. -ουσα in the participle is found in all MSS. Ol. VII 48, 
P. IX 23, Is. VIIT 35; in P. VIII 4, Ol. I 31 some MSS. have 
τοισα, others -ovca; -orca elsewhere. Pindar uses either -οὐσι; 
or -ovtt, as verbal terminations. 

Stesichoros: κλείουσα 35; Μοῦσα 35, 44; κούρα 18, 35, κουρι- 
δίαν 8; μοῦνος 26. 


70.| NATURE OF THE IONISMS OF UNIVERSAL MELIC. 65 


Ibykos: κούρᾳ 15, and g by conjecture (κόρα 45, κόρους 16 for 
ὭΣ of the MSS., according to Dindorf). θαλέθοισι, occurs in 
rag. I. 

Simonides: δούρατι 37,, δουρί 53,3; οὐρείας 18, ; κοῦροι ep. 108,, 
κουριδίην ep. 117, (but not in the melie fragments); voice ep. 
117,; Οὐλύμποιο ep. 167, (Ὀλυμπίᾳ 125, Ὀλυμπιονίκαν ep. 149, 
ὀλυμπιάδας 1525); μοῦνος 87 (ep. 184,), μόνος 77, 88, el., 464; 
οὔνομα ep. 110,; Μοῦσα 46,, Movoav 44,, Μοισᾶν ep. 148,,! are 
the MS. readings; στρέφοισαν 30, is a conjecture of Wytten- 
bach for στρέφοιαν ; στίζουσα 78, καλέουσι 315, κλέπτουσιν 42 
are the MS. readings. Bergk adopts ἀποτρέποισι in 1, and οἱ 
throughout in μοῦσα, in the fem. part and third pl. The MS. 
evidence for this is very scanty. Pindar certainly extended the 
range of the Aiolic οὐ wider than Simonides. 

Bacchylides: Μοῦσα 28,, μαρμαίρουσιν 27,, ἄγουσιν 2749, are 
Attic; μοῦνος 26 (μόνος 25 was changed by Gaisford to μοῦνος), 
νοῦσος 34, κούρα 48, eles. 

(3) Varia. The inf. in -ναι (δεικνύναι Pind. fr. 42,, δοῦναι P. 
IV 35), a form that prevails in Simonides (-μεν 303, 319, ep. 859, 
137,), Ibykos, Bacchylides. ἡμῖν Sim. ep. 89,, 97; (Bergk duu). 
mpodedeypevov Ibyk. το. 

The Homeric genitive in -o1o, though more frequently retained 
in Ionic than in Aioliec, is to be regarded as the joint property 
of the two dialects. It 15 frequent in Pindar (who has also -ov’ 
and is found in Stes. 8, 85, Ibyk.9 (in C J). On the other 
hand, Ibyk. 29 has ’Evvadiov though Homer has ᾿Ενυαλίοιο. 
ἑλικοβλεφάρου is adopted by Bergk in Pind. P. IV 172, fr. 123, 
and Sim. 18. In the epigrams, Sim. has τοι 84,, 94,, 1131, 
1201; 143,, 167, (179,). Christ has collected? the traces of 
Pindaric and Doric -w (gen. sing.) and -ws (accus. pl.), which may 
have been original, but supplanted by the Ionic forms, 


The Nature of the Ionisms of the Universal Melic. 


70.| A study of the dialect preferences in the remains of the 
melic poets shows that it is hazardous to assert the existence of 
a dialect that is absolutely uniform even in the adoption of 
Ionisms, to say nothing of a consistent usage in respect of 
Aiolisms and Dorisms. ‘Truth lies then on the side of Ahrens and 
Bergk in denying the existence of a uniform melic dialect, which 


1 The last verse of ep. 148 is in a different metre from the foregoing. 
Verses 11 and 12 are perhaps spurious. 
2 Beitrdge zum Dialekte Pindars, p. 52 ff. 
F 
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was advocated by Schneidewin, Boeckh, Neue, and others. On 
the other hand Ahrens, while holding that Ionic may be found in 
Pindar, went too far (II 132) in demanding the expulsion of the 
epic ἡ when it is equivalent to the Doric ἃ. The paramount 
influence of Homer is seen in the fact that all the words 
containing an Ionic y, with the exception of the Simonideian 
ἡμερόφωνος, ὀνησίπολις and ἠλίθιος, are traceable to an epic 
source. ἡμερόφωνος may be an error for ἵμερο- (ef. Sappho 
39), a form actually found in some MSS. ὀνησίπολις awakens 
suspicion when confronted with évaca. 

The list of Ionisms given above shows that, while certain 
forms invariably appear in an Jonie dress, in other cases now 
the Ionic, now the Aiolic or Doric form is found. In general, 
however, the two latter dialects do not transcend the boundaries 
established for them by usage. The poets of the sixth century 
bear witness to the fact that at an extremely early period in the 
history of the Greek lyric certain words had assumed a fixed 
form. Departure from the stereotyped form contravened the 
principles of the melic art. 


feelation of Old Attic to Tonic. 


The following treatises deal chiefly with the stylistic relations between Old 

Attic and Ionic prose. See also p. 74. 

Cyranka : De orationwm Thucydidearum elocutione cum tragicis comparata, 1875. 

Diener: De sermone Thucydidis quatenus cunr Herodoto congruens differat a scrip- 
toribus Atticis, 1889. 

Niescuxe: De Thucydide Antiphontis discipulo et Homeri imitatore, 1885. 

C. ἘΝ Smirm: Traces of tragic usage in Thucydides. Proceed. Am. Philol. Assoc. 
Vol. XXII (1891), p. xvi. 


71.] The identity of the παλαιὰ ᾿Ατθίς with the ‘Ids as asserted 
by Strabo’, was widely held by the ancients*, by scholars of the 


1 ἁβρότητι in Bacchylides’ castigation of the Ionians (frag. 42) is also, 
despite βασιλῆες, an exception. . 

e Strabo Vit, page 333 : τὴν μὲν ᾿Ιάδα τῇ παλαιᾷ ᾿Ατθίδι τὴν αὐτήν φαμεν (καὶ 
γὰρ Iwves ἐκαλοῦντο οἱ τότε ᾿Αττικοί, καὶ ἐκεῖθέν εἰσιν of τὴν ᾿Ασίαν ἐποικήσαντες 
Ἰωνες καὶ χρησάμενοι τῇ νῦν λεγομένῃ γλώσσῃ ᾿Ιάδι.. Cf. Galen, quoted § 95) 
Dionys. Perieg. 61; and § 119 on the dialect of ἄγυια ἀγυιᾶς. Apoll. Dysk. 
says more cautiously of the Athenians that they are δυνάμει Ἴωνες, περὶ συνδ. 
p- 228,,Schn. Cf. Anecd. Bachm. I. 265, and above ὃ 24. 

ἢ Joh. Gr. 235, 241, Gram. Leid. 628 δοκεῖ δὲ (Ids) ἀρχαία εἶναι ᾿Ατθίς accor- 
ding to the certain emendation of Koen ad Greg. Kor. p. 383. Dion. Halik. 
περὶ τ. Θουκ. Xap. 23: οἵ τε τὴν άδα προελόμενοι διάλεκτον, τήν τε τοῖς τότε 
χρόνοις (i.e. of Kadmos and Aristaios) μάλιστ᾽ ἀνθοῦσαν, καὶ οἱ τὴν ἀρχαίαν 
᾿Ατθίδα, μικράς τινας ἔχουσαν διαφορὰς παρὰ τὴν ᾿Ἰάδα. i 
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seventeenth! and eighteenth? centuries and in fact down to 
comparatively recent times. While the points of contact between 
the two dialects are patent, the question as to how long they 
pursued a parallel course of development and the problem as to 
the period when Attic may be said to have asserted an individual 
existence, have been answered in various ways. 

The view maintained in the present work is that Attic and 
Tonic, so far as we can trace back their history, are, with all 
their correspondences, essentially separate and individual dialects ; 
and that the argument which seeks to explain the Jonisms of 
Attie tragedy as Old Atticisms, that is as survivals of the 
period when Ionic and Attic were still undistinguished, builds 
upon a false foundation. 

In § 172 the view is upheld that originally in Attic all cases. 
of primary ἃ became ἡ, and that at a later period this secondary ἢ 
after εἰ 1, v and p became ἃ. At what period in the history of 
the Attic dialect did this recurrence to the original ἃ ensue? 
Furthermore, are there any traces in Old Attic of forms which 
‘are distinctly Ionic in colouring, forms which represent a still 
undivided Tonic-Attic, and which were uniformly abandoned by 
the later dialect of Attika ? 

Berek, who was the first to maintain that Attic ἃ after ε, 1, vand 
p was a development of ἡ, was of the opinion that shortly before 
the Soloneian period we may trace the first beginnings of that 
revolution in Attic which, carried on shortly after Solon, became 
an accomplished fact by the time of Peisistratos. In Bergk’s 
view then Attic did not receive the stamp of individuality until 
the sixth century. Gustav Meyer (Gr. Gr., p. xxxu), while less 
positive as to the date of the separation of Attic from Ionic, 
makes the statement that it ‘appears to be certain that the 
Attic spoken and written before the foundation of an Attic 
literature—that is, the Attic as we know it from the fragments 
of the laws and the inscriptions—was much more closely con- 
nected with Ionic than the later form of the language’. 


72.] The oldest monuments of Attic dactylic poetry show 
scarcely a trace of an Ionic ἡ ὅ, despite the fact that the elegy 
was a creation of Ionic genius and specially cultivated by the 
Jonians. In C. I. A. I 471, dating from the time of Solon or 
even from an earlier period, we find ἀνο[ ρέ]αν, ἡλικίας ; in I 463, 
of very ancient date, νεαράν, πρᾶγμ᾽ ; mC. 1. A. 1 469 Φρασικλείας ; 
IV Ο 42.213 ἀφθου[ί]αν ; in C. 1. A. IV 477 E γενεᾶς; in 1 468 
Λυσέαι; in 1 478 Alivetar. All these inscriptions have ἡ after 


1 For example, Salmasius. 

2 B.g. Bentley, Markland, Koen. , 

* See Kirchhoff, Zur Geschichte des attischen Epigramms in Hermes V, p. 48. 
F2 
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other sounds than those which caused the Attic ἃ. In inscriptions 
of the fifth century we find Ποτειδαίας twice in I 442, βίαι 
333,, σφετέραν IV B, 446 A 51. The Ionic forms αἰδοίην and 
matpwins in I 477, and other occurrences of non-Attic ἡ are due 
to the fact that the author of the elegy in which they occur is 
an Jonian. 

It is but rarely that a specifically Ionic form has found its 
way into the oldest poetical monuments preserved in the Attic 
inscriptions, On κούρη, see ὃ 75, 2. On εἵνεκα C. 1. A. LV 477 


73.| The earliest inscriptions of Attic prose show no trace of a 
residue of Ionisms. In Klein’s Vasen we have ᾿Εξηκίας, Στησίας 
Καλ(λ)ιφόρα &e. (seventh or sixth century). Naturally the names 
of Ionic peoples such as Αὐλιῆται, ᾿Ιῆται, Ναξιῆται, Πριηνῆς upon 
the Attic tribute lists from 456-424 B.c. are no exception to 
the rule. Oftentimes these very names have been Atticized. 
Tonic names may retain, non-Ionic names assume, the Ionic form, 
which is due in each case to peculiar reasons, 6. 7. E¢vpn Thuk. 
I 46, 41, Θαλέω Plato Rep. X 600 A, Τήρεω, Πυθέω Thuk. IT 20, 
Καμβύσεω Xenoph. Kyr. I 2,1. In V 71 Herodotos speaks of 
the πρυτάνιες τῶν ναυκράρων. The ναύκρᾶροι were instituted 
before the time of Solon, In the laws of Solon as adduced in 
Lysias’ κατὰ Θεομν. we find ἡλιαία, θύρᾳ. οἰκῆος 2b. ὃ το, would, if 
correct, be the only example of an Old Attic -jjos. But an 
oiKEOs might readily have been transcribed οἰκῆος because this 
word was antiquated even in Solon’s time, and in Homer only 
forms with ἢ are found?. κεραμ(έ)ως is read C. I. A. I 467. 


74.| Against this mass of evidence, the counter testimony in 
favour of the view that Old Attic was essentially identical with 
Tonic can make no stand. 

In addition to the four cases of ᾿Αθηναίη in archaic inscriptions 
held by Bergk and others to be the stronghold of the identity of 
Old Attic and Tonic, but which have been disposed of by Cauer 
(Curtius’ Studien, VIII 244-249), the following instances of 
supposed Ionic-Attic forms are to be examined :— 

(1) The genitive in -ewy in the psephism of Themistokles 
(Plutarch Them, 10): τὴν μὲν πόλιν παρακαταθέσθαι τῇ AOnva τῇ 
᾿Αθηνέων μεδεούσῃ. On this passage Siefert and Blass remark 
that the expression τῇ ’AQ. μεὸ. was drawn from the original 
document by Plutarch’s source, and that its Ionic colouring is 
due to the fact that the Ionic of the time of Themistokles was 


1 Cf. Choirob. in Bekk. An. IIT 1173, Hdn. I 340. 
* Cf. Dittenberger Hermes XVII 36 ff, Wackernagel K. Ζ. XXVII 263. 
* Cf. Kirchhoff, Hermes V 33. 
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nearly allied to Attic. The phrase is primarily epic but adopted 
not only by the poets (Aristoph. Knights 763 ᾿Αθηναίῃ τῇ 
τῆς πόλεως μεδεούσῃ ; οἵ. 560, 585, Lysistr. 834), but also in 
ordinary speech, as on a term-stone in Samos (Bechtel No. 216), 
which contains the inscription: οὖρος reuéveos ᾿Αθηνᾶς ᾿Αθηνῶν 
pedeovons. Here the mixture of Attic and Ionic shows that the 
phrase was familiar to the Attic cleruchs of the island. μεδέουσα 
ay in inscriptions in Tonic colonies (Latyschev, II το, 28, 
343): 

᾿Αθηνέων in Aristophanes’ Clouds 401 is found in a phrase of 
Homeric texture; in Thesm. 329 the MSS. have ᾿Αθηναίων, 
but Bergk’s -ewy is admissible, the passage being choral. In 
Knights 159 MSS. -awr, Bergk -ewv on the ground of the 
character of the passage and the metrical difficulty. _ 

Furthermore, an Attic genitive in -ewv! in the A declension 
was an impossibility even in the seventh century (cf. ὀρχηστῶν 
Mitth. VI p. τοῦ, cf. p. 118—the oldest known Attic inscription). 
In the decree concerning Arthmios, Demosth. P27. III 42 we 
find ᾿Αθηναίων. 

(2) That the accent of such Attic forms as μυριαδῶν, χιλιαδῶν 
(Choirob. in Bekk. Anecd. III 1263, Arkad. 136, Hdn. I 428,) 
makes for the existence of an Jonic-Attic -ewy in consonantal 
stems is incredible. In Herodoteian MSS. the insertion of the 
hyper-lonie ¢ occurs, though not so commonly as in Hippo- 
krates and the Pseudo-Jonists. If even in Hdt. both χιλιαδέων 
and μυριαδέων may be shown to be unwarrantable (ᾧ 428), it is 
impossible that Attic -ὧν in these forms should be a survival of 
a period when both Attic and Jonic had -ewy in -d-stems. The 
sole means of rescuing the perispomenon accent is to assume 
that the de/ta stems have adopted the genitive ending of the 
A declension, for which procedure a parallel may be found in 
Hesiod’s θεμιστέων Theog. 235 (-ίστων in M 3). See § 480. 


75.] In the chapter of his New Phrynichus entitled the Growth 
of the Attic Dialect, Mr. Rutherford has advanced a theory as to 
the genesis of the language of tragedy which deserves notice, 
inasmuch as it, trenches upon the question as to the interrelation 
of Old Attic and Ionic. Recognizing the fact that in Greece 
‘ different kinds of composition had a tendency to adhere generally 
to the dialect in which they started, and that even in comedy, 
when there was oceasion to use hexameters, old words and forms 
were introduced, because ‘epic verse did not deviate from that 
use of words which Homer had discovered to be most suitable to 
the genius of hexameter verse,’ he holds—despite the obvious 


1 ew is found in ©. I. A. II 4, B 19 (400 B.c.), but it occurs in the name of a 
Thasiote exile. 
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objection that the Athenians were not the inventors of the 
iambic line—that ‘the basis of the language of tragedy is the 
Attic of the time when tragedy sprang into life’ On this view 
Mr. Rutherford proposes to account for the discrepancy which 
exists, both in vocabulary and in accidence, between tragedies 
and comedies of the same date. 

The chief argument advanced in support of this theory is that 
whatever is peculiar to Herodoteian Ionic and to the Attic of 
tragedy is Attic of the sixth century, then, it is held, not 
distinguished from the Jonie of Asia Minor, That certain 
words in use in the time of Thespis have become obsolescent or 
entirely obsolete in the age of Perikles is due, it is claimed, to 
the extraordinary revolution undergone by the language under 
the influence of democratic institutions. And again: words 
whose lease of life was expiring in the sixth century were 
rescued from oblivion by their absorption into the literary dialect 
of tragedy. 

The objections to this theory on the score of the differences in 
accidence between Old Attic and Ionic haye been ignored (New 
Phrynichus, p. 5). The argument in its favour on the side of 
similarity of vocabulary cannot claim our unqualified assent if it 
can be shown that the dialect of tragedy contains forms of the 
most ordinary occurrence which never existed in Attic in any 
stage of its development. Some of these forms which may here 
be mentioned will necessitate the modification of important 
particulars, if they do not tend to overthrow a considerable part, 
of the entire theory brought forward by Mr. Rutherford. 

(1) If the language of tragedy is the Old Attic of the sixth 
century, how are we to account for μοῦνος, γούνατος, ξεῖνος, words 
which are pure Ionic, and at no time Attic? fF disappeared from 
*udvfos, *ydvFaros, ξένξος in an extremely early period of Attic 1. 
In C. 1. A. I 463 (sixth century) we find ξένος, in I 20 (middle 
of the fifth century) ξένια. Solon’s μοῦνον 33, is an instance 


1 The solitary examples that may be brought forward to attest the actual 
presence of F upon Attic soil (afirdp C. I. A. IV C 477 P, vafulanyds] ibid. 
IV Ὁ 373”'), and the examples cited to prove its power in shaping Attic 
forms, are powerless to give life to any theory that F was the cause of an 
Old Attic ξεῖνος, &c. Attic πέρας side by side with Ionic πεῖραρ < *mépFap, 
shows that Attic-Ionic ἄπειρος is from ἔἄπεριος ; Attic δειράς, Δειραδιῶται 
belong to Skt. drshdd, not to depF-. fF was retained in Attic until the move- 
ment which changed 7 to ἃ after e¢, 1, v, p had spent itself; until *orevF és 
had yielded στενότερος and *mayfds had yielded πᾶνός (Agam. 284), The F of 
αρὐτάρ like that of Naxian afirod is used for a distinct purpose, and no more 
proves the longevity of F upon Attic soil than the Naxian word proves the 
existence of F as an essential part of the framework of contemporary Ionic. 

* The Attic Μουνιχία Μουνιχίων &e., are ascribed by Meisterhans to dialect 
mixture, which no doubt often occurs in proper names. It may be 
doubted whether μοῦνος is connected. That the ov is not Attic is clear 
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of the retention of an epic form in trochaic verse; cf. κέν ἌΣ 
In his senarii, which represent contemporary Attic, Solon has 
ὅρους 36, (Ionic οὔρους). 

(2) κούρη in C. I. A. I 469, 355, IV C 37305, 3738, cannot 
outweigh the Old Attie character of κόρη. φύῤη is the cor- 
rect reading in an inscription of the sixth or even the seventh 
century (C. I. A. IV B 373, No. 97 B), and Képe: occurs C. I. A. 
11 Add. 57 B ὃ (362 8. 0.). In the second of the instances of 
κούρη quoted above, the words Διὸς γ(λ)γαυκώπιδι κούρηι indicate 
sufficiently the source of the form. In the first instance, κούρη 
occurs in direct conjunction with Φρασικλείας which is Attic 
beyond dispute. See ὃ 61. Κόρη in the later Attic documents 
(always in this form) is restricted to official decrees, whereas vase 
inscriptions and others of like character always use Φερρέφαττα. 

(3) In Aischylos jv! occurs but twice (Pers. 708 troch. tetr., 
Sept. 1027 trim.), in Sophokles it has so gained on ἐάν as to be 
met with over twenty times, but never except in dialogue. ἐπήν 
is found in Aristophanes (Birds 983, 1355, Lysis. 1175). This 
form is Ionic, not Attic. In C. 1. G.18 B 7 (before 570B.c.), 
in Mitth. IX p. 117 (between 570 and 560) and in numerous 
instances in inscriptions of the fifth century, ἐάν is the prevailing 
form. So too in the fragments of the ancient laws; Hicks 59 
(Drako’s law taken from the first axon of Solon), Lysias’ 776ο- 
mnestos § τό, Demosthenes’ Lept.102. ἤν occurs nowhere in the 
Attic inscriptions. 

These facts speak clearly against the assumption that the ἤν 
found in early Attic prose? is an Attic form. The testimony of 
the στοιχηδόν inscription Οὐ. I. A. IV p. 14, No. 46 B proves that 
the official text of the treaty given by Thuk. V 47 had ἐάν (cf. 
line 28 of the inser.), not ἤν which is read in all the MSS. The 
solution of the problem as to the variations between the stone 


from the fact that it occurs in inscriptions from the fifth century B.c. 
to the third century a.p. Munichia, not Munychia, is the proper English 
form. That no case of Moyv- occurs should warn against adopting Kretsch- 
mer’s conclusion (K. Z. XXXI 442), that, with the accent removed from the 
syllable preceding f, μονΕ- yielded μουν- ; or that for the ov of Διόσκουροι no 
other explanation is to be sought than a purely phonetic cause acting within 
the confines of the Attic dialect. 72 

1 Notwithstanding Brugmann’s suggestion, Grundr. II p. 627, that ἐὰν is 
from ἡ-ἄν and ἤν from εἰ- ἄν (though εἰ-ἄν after καί could become ἄν) the 
peculiar position of ἤν in Attic literature justifies our refusal to admit that it 
is an Attic word and the result of an Attic phonetic change. 

31 find ἤν but twice in the de republ. Athen. (II 17, III 2). whereas ἐάν 
occurs I 4,153; II 3, 4, 11 bis, 17, 18, III 5 bis, IIL 7.; κἄν 11 19, ἂν 1 τι, 17. 
In Antiphon there appears to be no case of ἤν ; ἄν occurs κατ. pap. 23, Tetral. 
IA, 1. Isokrates made use of ἤν (Benseler ad Areop. p. 146 ff.). The speech of 
Gorgias on Palamedes circa 411 B.c., which is genuine according to Maass, 
contains a case of ἐάν (§ 36). 


ca 
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record and the text of the historian does not concern us here ?. 
Perhaps the presence of ἤν in early Attic prose is due to the 
influence of Gorgias, who gave the impetus to the formation of 
a tragic prose dialogue as a counterpart of tragedy itself”. 
Jonisms were adopted by Thukydides, not because they were also 
Old Atticisms, but because they were the result of certain stylistic 
tendencies in vogue at Athens before his exile, tendencies which 
ran their course in so brief a period of time that they were out of 
date upon the return of the expatriated historian. The later 
disciples of Gorgias made great concessions to the Attic norm. 


76.| So long as the morphological and inflectional side of lan- 
guage constitutes the standard of exact dialectical differentiation, 
so long must Mr, Rutherford’s theory as to the identity of 
Old Attic and Ionic be pronounced superficial. While the 
language of tragedy is replete with forms that are the common 
property of Attic and Ionic (e.g. τοῖσι, -now after consonants 
except p), forms that are also contemporary Attic, there yet 
remains a residue of pure Jonisms. These were not drawn 
directly from the epos, nor from the melic® art of Simonides 
and Pindar*, though both epos and lyric may have indirectly 
contributed their quota of influence towards the adoption of forms 
which they had consecrated to the poet’s use. 

The occasional Ionic colouring of the dialogue portions of 
tragedy affords another proof of that artistic conservatism which 
forms so prominent a feature of the development of the Greek 
lyric and prose writing®. The dialogue of tragedy records the 
fact that the iambic trimeter was first cultivated by the Ionic 
race ®, as its choruses record the fact that the choral ode was 
a creation of Doric genius. The bulk of the diction of tragic 
dialogue, so far from being solely contemporary Attic, reaches 
back into that obscure domain which lies beyond the awaken- 


1 Croiset (Praef. XX) thinks that ἤν was introduced into the text of Thuk. 
by the seribes who recognized that ἤν was the genuine Thukydideian form, 

* Cf. Wilamowitz, Hom. Unters., Ὁ. 313; Diels Sitewngsberichte d. Berl. Akad. 
1884, p. 367; Maass Hermes XXII p. 466. 

* Gerth in Curtius’ Studien, I B 269 contends that, as all the epic forms in 
the dialogue and lyric parts of tragedy are found in Pindar, the diction of 
tragedy has an exclusively lyric background. 

* It is noticeable that tragedy has more intimate connection, as regards 
myth and form, with Ibykos and Stesichoros than with Pindar and Simo- 
nides, though no great chasm in dialect separates the Eastern melic poets 
from the Chalkidian of the West. 

° Wilamowitz, Hom. Unters., p. 310 ff. 

δ It is not surprising that there are but few traces of literary reminiscence 
of the Ionic iambic poetry in Attic tragedy, 6. g. Eurip. Or. 1547=Sim. Am. 
Ii. The ethical intent, the political and social horizon were entirely dif- 
ferent. So in the case of Pindar, who uses Aiolisms without regard to the 
distinctive character of the Lesbian poetry. 
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ing of Attic genius. The coincidences in vocabulary between 
the New Ionic of Herodotos and the Attic of the drama are 
indications that both Ionic and Attic had preserved to a large 
extent the old-time wealth of words! with their raciness, 
picturesqueness, and vividness, the sonantia verba et antiqua. 
But how much is contemporary Attic, how much archaic Attic 
in the vocabulary of the dramatists, cannot be discovered, 
because we are ignorant of the nature of the ordinary speech of 
the men of the time of Thespis. 

A considerable portion of the words which Mr. Rutherford 
says were cast aside by the innovating spirit of democratical and 
imperial Athens may have been outworn, or at least found a resting- 
place in poetry, in the days of the Peisistratidai. Their retention 
at the same time by Herodotos is only another instance of the 
conservatism in language manifested by the colony, a conservatism 
which finds expression in the retention in the dialectal speech of 
America of many vocables that were part of the ordinary speech 
of the England of the seventeenth and earlier centuries*. It is 
inconceivable that such a revolution in vocabulary, as is a necessary 
feature of Mr. Rutherford’s theory, can have occurred between the 
birth of Aischylos and the death of Sophokles. 

The beginnings of Attic comedy are not so far removed in 
point of time from the age which witnessed the dawn of tragedy 
that, had comedy not from the first breathed a different air 
from its sister art, it too might have preserved here and there 
survivals of that Old Attic-Ionic whose retention Mr. Rutherford 
regards as the prerogative of tragedy. ‘The diction of Kratinos, 
whose Wineflask gained the day over Aristophanes’ Clouds, cannot 
have been less redolent of the popular speech than that of his 
rival; yet the youth of Kratinos must have been passed under 
the same linguistic influences as those under which, on the view 
that the Attic of tragedy is the Attic of the sixth century, the 
vocabulary of Aischylos was formed. 

The atmosphere of comedy was from the first local and foreign 
to the admission of old-time phraseology. Pointing their wit 
with the idiom of the soil, Deinolochos, Epicharmos and Sophron 
ereated a chasm which was always to intervene between the 
diction of the comic and the diction of the tragic art. 


1 The notes to Wilamowitz-Moellendorff’s Herakles often comment upon 
Tonic words in tragedy. 
2 Many examples might be given: In South Carolina use in the Spenserian 
and Miltonic sense may still be heard, in the Cumberland mountains in 
“ East Tennessee contrary in the Chaucerian sense (‘ For sothe I wol no lenger 
you contrarie ἢ). 
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Lonisms of Tragedy. 


AutHaus : De tragicorum Graecorum dialecto curae secundae, 1870. 

Bar en : De vocalis a pro ἡ in trag. Gr. versibus trimetris usu, 1872. 

DressEt : De Dorismi natura atque usu in trag. Graec. diverbiis et anapaestis, 1868. 

Ercuier: De formarwn quas dicunt epicarum in tragoediis Aeschyli atque Sophoclis 
usu, 1873. 

GertH : Quaestiones de Graecae tragoediae dialecto, in Curtius’ Studien I, 2, 193 ff. 
1868. 

KUEHLSTAEDT: Observ. crit. de tragicorum Gr. dialecto, 1832. 

Lecuner : De Aeschyli studio Homerico, 1862. De Sophocle poeta Ομηρικωτάτῳ, 1859. 

RuTHERFORD : The New Phrynichus, pp. 1-31, 1881. 

ScHNEIDER : De dialecto Sophoclis, 1822. 

VERRALL: On some Ionic elements in Attic tragedy in J. H. 5. 1 260, IL 179. 

WEIDGEN : Qua ratione Euripides in carminibus melicis Doridem, in anapaestis Atticam 
dialectam temperaverit, 1874. 

Other treatises, dealing with the Doric elements in tragedy, will be men- 
tioned under Doric. 


77.| The following list contains a selection of such forms as 
bear an unmistakable Ionic mark. Epic forms not thus charac- 
terized are not mentioned. The diction of Tragedy does not 
adopt New Ionic forms when they differ from those in vogue in 
Homer. 

aS We 

Θρῇξ and congeners occur, not only in dialogue, but also in 
choral parts. Θρηίκιος is also Pindaric. 

©pné Ant. 969 (ch.), Tereus fr. 523; Hek. 19, 428 (@pa€i), 
682 (ch.), 774, 873, 1036, Alk. 483; Rh. 379 (ch.), 394, 409, 
429, 522, 662, 732 (ch.), 733 (ch.), 744 (ch.), 804, 924; Θρᾷξ 
Brech 5362, {1} 

Θρῇσσα Ant. 589 (ch.), Tham. fr. 229; Alk. 967 (ch.). 

Θρήκη Pers. 509, 566 (ch.); Hek. 75 (lyr.), 81 (lyr.), 856, 963, 
1ogo {lyr.), 1142, Alk. 67, Andr. 215, Rh. 279, 381 (eh.), 931. 

Θρήκιος Pers. 870 (ch.) ; Ag. 654, 1418; O. R. 197 (ch.); Kykl. 
329, Hrech. 370, (Θρηίκιον D), Hek. 7, 36, 710, Alk. 498, 1021, 
Rh. 297, 302, 313, 440, 616, 622, 651,670, 745 (ch. iamb.), 950. 

fter « we find Ionic ἢ in proper names such as ᾿Ασιῆτις, 

᾿Αδριηνός, and in foreign words such as ἰήλεμος, τιήρα. πολιῆτις 
is also found e.g. Hipp. 1126 (ch.). In the Mediceus we find ἕδρης 
Prom. 201 and αἰτίην 226, forms that cannot be defended. 


x Kirchhoff, Hermes V 50, sees in the use of Ionic ἡ a desire to produce an 
aesthetic effect corresponding to the nature of tragic ethos. The grammatical 


endings are, on Kirchhoff’s view, unaffected by this movement in the direc- 
tion of Ionic. 
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Mr. Verrall does not scruple to introduce Ionic -in into 
passages which are tinged with Ionisms and which contain 
-σύνη, 6. ». οὐρανίγν Hipp. 166, ᾿Ασίην Persai 584, (Weil 
᾿Ασιηνάν), despite the fact of their occurrence in choral parts. 
The occurrences of -συνὴ in tragedy are inherited, on Mr. Verrall’s 
view, from Ionic poetry, and carried as a rule associations that 
were literary, not local. 

Ionic ἡ frequently appears in choral passages, as in μηλοφόρων 
Eurip. H. F. 396, with which compare Μηλίς, never Μαλίς, in 
tragedy. On πλήκτρῳ Eurip. H. F. 350, see Wilamowitz- 
Moellendorf€ ad loc. Ζηνός, Ζηνί, Ζῆνα as in Pindar, according 
to the best MS. testimony; σκῆπτρον Prom. 171 and other 
forms in lyrical passages where the Doric form is not admitted. 
The choral lyric had σκᾶπτον (Pind. Ol. I 12). ἡ furthermore 
in Παρνησίδα Choeph. 563 (cf. 953), πρύμνην Philokt. 482 
(§ 420). 

2. ev. (a) by contraction :— 

πωλεύμεναι Prom. 645, in the recital of Io (only one MS. 
πολούμεναι) ; cf. Od, 2, 55. 

εἰσοιχνεῦσιν Prom. 122 (anap.), ef. Od. 9, 120. 

μυθεῦσαι 1. A. 790 (ch.) in MSS. 

ὑμνεῦσαι Med. 422 (ch.). 

airevv Hipp. 167 (ch.). 

(4) From nv in πρευμενής Aisch., Soph., Eur., ef. Hdt. πρηύ- 
tepos, Plato πραότερος. 


3. Forms containing Ionic εἰ. ξεῖνος occurs but once in 
Aischylos—Sept. 942 (ch.) with 40 cases of ξένος. Aischylos 
uses the Attic form of the vocative, whereas Sophokles merely 
prefers ξένε (about 40 times) to the Ionic ξεῖνε. In opposition 
to the view defended by Elmsley, that ξεῖνος is only then 
permissible when required by the metre, Hermann argued justly 
that since in Iph. Taur. 798 the vocative ξέν᾽ would almost 
disappear, metrical considerations may be outweighed by rhetorical 
reasons. The first foot in the iambic trimeter line bears the 
burden of the chief emphasis. ὦ ξεῖνε occurs in the dialogue 
portions of Soph. 7 times (O. K. 33, 49, 856, 1096, 1119, El. 
675, 1119). In three passages the non-vocative form ξεῖνος has 
the support of the best MSS. :— 

O. K. 1014 ὁ ξεῖνος, ὦναξ, χρηστός: αἱ δὲ συμφοραὶ | αὐτοῦ 
πανώλεις. 

Ο. K. 928 ξεῖνον παρ᾽ ἀστοῖς ὡς διαιτᾶσθαι χρεών. 

Frag. 153 ἐν “Apyet ξεῖνος ὧν οἰκίζεται. 


1 Cf. Jebb on O.R. 1418, ὦ ξένε occurs when ὦ ξεῖνε was possible (0. K. 62, 
492, El. 662, 1112). Eust. 1396, ὦ ξεῖνε (Phil. 791) cannot stand. 


΄ 


76 THE IONIC*DIALECTS” ive 


In these passages the occurrence of the Ionic form is defended 
by Gerth on the ground that there is a direct contrast of 
thought, while in such passages as O. R. 817, El. 975, Tr. 187 
ξένοι ἢ ἀστοί has become a mere phrase. In none of these 
passages, it may be remarked, is ev- metrically permissible. 
Ellendt, on the other hand, can discover no passage in Soph. 
analogous to the ξεῖν᾽ of Iph. Taur. 798; and Jebb in O. Καὶ. 928 
prefers ξένον of the Vat. to ξεῖνον of Land A, which is adopted 
and defended by Wunder in his excursus. Here at least there is 
no such contrast as that found in 1014, and it is the only place 
except I. T. 798 where the diphthong is not under the ictus. 

In choral passages in Sophokles we find ξεῖνοι O. K. 174 
(ξένοι MSS.), 184 ξεῖνος ἐπὶ ξένης (ξείνης MSS.), 518 ξεῖν᾽ (ξέν᾽ 
MSS. see Jebb), 530 ὦ ξεῖν᾽, cf. 510 and 215. Huripides uses 
ξεῖνος in the senarii but rarely (I. T. 798, El. 247), much more 
frequently in lyric passages (Hek. 82, 479, Alk. 598, Kykl. 510, 
Herakl. 355, I. T. 218, 226, I. A. 606); ξειναπάτου Med. 1392, 
ἄξεινον Andr. 793 in all MSS. except C, Πολυξείνη Hek. 76, 
πολύξεινος Alk. 568. 

In Antig. 1241, L? has εἰν, for which some editors substitute 
Heath’s ἔν y. In Trach. 495 κενόν has been substituted for 
κεινόν, though Aisch. Pers. 761 has ἐξεκείνωσεν. κεινός is both 
Pindaric and Euripideian (ch.). ὑπείροχος Prom. 428 (ch.), Trach. 
1096 cannot stand. 

Tf εἱλίσσω is from FeAFixiw we expect in Attic prose ἑλίσσω, 
which is Sophokleian. In Aisch. we find εἱλίσσω only in lyric 
passages, In sixteen passages in the extant dramas, Hurip. has 
ten cases of εἱλίσσω. 

εἵνεκα (see below § 78) does not occur in the Laurentianus of 
Sophokles. In the same MS. of Aischylos it is met with Prom. 
345, Suppl. 188 (οὕνεκα 4 times). None of the best MSS. of 
Euripides have this form, which stands in MSS. of the second 
class H. F. 210, Hek. 137, Andr. 251, 408, frag. 499. 

Aischylos has δέρη, Euripides δειρή im lyrics. 

Only in choral passages do the following words with Ionic εἰ 
occur: εἰνάλιος Ant. 346, Hur. Elekt. 450, I. T. 1240 (Kirchhoff), 
Troad. 1095, Hel. 526 (Herm.), εἰνόδιος Ion 1048. 


4. Forms containing Ionic ov. μοῦνος occurs 13 times 
in the dialogue portions, twice in choral, and twice in ana- 
paestic passages of Sophokles. Aischylos has μουνῶπα Prom. 804, 
but never μοῦνος. In the Rhesos 31 μούναρχοι is generally aban- 
doned for μόναρχοι, Euripides having invariably μόνος. Gerth 
calls attention to the fact that in S. we never find od μοῦνον 
ἀλλά but always od μόνον ἀλλά, ‘The necessities of the trimeter, 
not the requirements of emphasis, decided the question as to 
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whether the Tonic or the Attic form should be admitted. Cases 
of the emphatic use of μοῦνος (as Antig. 308), may be confronted 
with others where no emphasis is discernible. In Antig. 308 
it is the word, not the form of the word, which adds emphasis ; 
μόνος would have been equally effective. 

Other’cases of ov are γούνατα O. K. 1607 in the speech of the 
messenger (γόνασι Phil. 485). Aischylos has no instance of 
the ov forms, which in Euripides occur with the same freedom 
as the Attic (in the senarii Andr. 892, Hek. 839, Alk. 947, in 
lyrics Andr. 5209). 

dovp-. Ausch. δουρικλύτοις Pers. 85 (ch.), δουρικμῆτι Ch. 365 
(ch.), δουρίπηχθ᾽ in dialogue, Sept. 278. Sophokles δουρίληπτον 
Aias 894 (ch. iamb.), δορίληπτος Ai. 146 (anap.), δουριάλωτον Ai. 
211 (anap.), δούρατι Phil. 722 (lyr.), δούρειος ἵππος Troad. 14 
(sen.) and in comedy (see below). 

οὔρειος in choral passages Ant. 353, I. T. 127, 162, 1126, 
Troad. 533, Phoin. 232, 806, Hlekt. 210 (ὄρειος Hipp. 144), 
οὐρεσιβώτας Phil. 1148, οὐριθρέπταν Hek. 204 (ὀριδρόμων Bacch. 
986 Kirch. and Sandys). 

Οὔλυμπος but once Her. F. 872 (troch, tetr.). 

οὔνομα is not found in tragedy despite Markland on 1. T. 36. 
In Phil. 251 οὐν- of the MSS. is rejected by all, so Bacch. 320, 
where οὐν- is found in P C (see Elmsley). 

νούσων Aisch. Suppl. 684 (ch.) where νόσων is possible. 

κούρη has been seen (above § 75, 2) to occur upon Old Attic 
poetical inscriptions of the sixth century. In the Septem 149 
Dindorf rejects κούρα, a form whose enfranchisement in choral 
diction is clear from κουροβόρῳ Ag. 1512 and κούρα O. K. 180, 
where the metre requires the diphthong, though elsewhere the 
half Attic, half Doric κόρα, κόρας prevails in lyrical passages. 
κοῦρος is an error Trach. 644 (ch.).  Huripides has κούρα in 
lyrical passages Hipp. 141, Alk. 410, I. T. 210, 217, 402, Hel. 
382, 1307, 1314, Hl 481 MSS. (cf. 117), 1184, Hek. 462. In 
I. T. 1114 Kairch. reads κόραν; in Androm, 1224 κόρη, Troad. 
144 κόραι: in El. 481 κόρα is due to Dindorf. In dialogue 
portions κούρη does not occur (κόρη is now read in Hel. 1098) 1}. 
κοῦρος is met with nowhere out of lyrical passages (7 times). 
The same holds good of the Euripideian compounds κουροτόκος 
Suppl. 957, κουροτρόφος ΤΥ. 566, Bacch. 420. Neither Av- 
σκοροι nor Διόσκουροι appears in Aisch. or Soph. Eurip. uses the 
o form in the senarii eight times. In Hek. 943 (ch.) / has the 
ov form, which is rejected by Kirchhoff. Διοσκούρων I. A. 769 

1 κόροι also frag. 534. ee eons 

2 In regard to the retention in prose of κουροτρόφος and similar polysyllabic 
words, we should not fail to regard the distaste manifested by Attic towards 
a succession of many short syllables. 


- 
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(ch.) is defensible. κούρῳ was formerly held to exist in a 
supposed formulaic! κούρῳ καὶ κόρῃ (Plato Laws VI 785 A, 
where it has the support of but one MS.; cf. κόρου καὶ κόρης VIL 
793 H, κόρους καὶ κόρας 796 C). Since in proper names forms 
alien to the native dialect are not uncommon, and since 
[ AcJo[ σκ]ουρίδου is found C. I. A. II 66, 4 (356 B.c.) and Dittenb. 
Syll. 418, 2 (not before 292 B.c.) it need not surprise us that 
Διοσκούρων is met with Plato Huthyd. 293 A, Thuk. IIT 75, 
τὸ τῶν Διοσκούρων (-κόρων in only two MSS.) ἱερόν, TV 110 τὸ 
Διοσκούρειον 2 (thus the MSS.). Phrynichos says that those who 
use the Ionic form are open to ridicule. κουρεῖον, κουρεῶτις, 
which Mr. Rutherford quotes from Lobeck’s note, have nothing 
to do with κοῦρος. Their ovp is from ορσ (cf. κορσοῦν" κείρειν, 
and κορσωτεύς, ἀκερσεκόμης). ἐπίκουρος has probably nothing to 
do with κοῦρος, κόρος ; ef. W. Schulze Quaest. Hom. 17. 

5. Ionic forms in Declension. φύσιος, πρήξιας (Ambr.) 
Eurip. fr. 902, δήριος Agam. 942. ὄρνϊς Eurip. H. F. 72, is 
regarded as Ionic for ὄρνιθας by Wilamowitz, for what reason I 
do not know. 

The forms of ναῦς with ἡ are rejected by the editors despite 
their not infrequent occurrence (Kiihner-Blass, p. 463). On νηός 
in New Ionic see ᾧ 170. 

6. Varia. κεῖνος for Attic ἐκεῖνος (also in Attic prose after ἡ 
or rarely after a short vowel or diphthong); oo for rr; on 
᾿Αίδης with long a see § 160; on ἱρός see § 300. on for ζωή; 
πολλός ; mort a form that, however, never appears in any New 
Tonic monument, po im θαρσεῖν, ἄρσην, &c. is possibly Ionic, 
οἵ, Oapptas C. 1. A. I 445 (middle of the fifth century). 


The Ionisms of Attic Comedy. 


RUTHERFORD : The New Phrynichus, 32-52, 1881. 

Serr: Il linguaggio dell’ uso comune presso Aristofane in Museo di antich. class., 
I 113-130. 

Speck : De Aristophanis dialecto, 1878. 


78.| Ionisms are admissible in the lyric parts of comedy, 
not excluding those of anapaestic movement. Even in the 


1 Cf. Pollux VIII 107, Apollod. III 123, 15,, Schol. Acharn. 146, Diod. Sik. 
IV 61 κούρους καὶ κόρας. 

3 Hdn. Il 848, -κορεῖον, Τ 37512 -κούρειον, 11 864., Διοσκούρων κώμη Λιβύης. 
The treatise under Herodian’s name (Moiris p. 445) cites Διόσκουροι but 
Διοσκόρω ; a differentiation that could not last. That in one and the same 
dialect two different forms of the name of a divinity may occur is evident 
yp pte and Kotpa in Knidos (Ὁ. D. I. 3538,, 3) and often in 3539-3544, 
3649-40). 
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trochaics of the parabasis there is a well-attested case of an 
Ionic termination. Koch and Humphreys contend that the 
occurrences in anapaestic parts (᾿Αθηναίῃ Knights 763, Τριτο- 
yeveins Clouds 98g) and in the parabasis (Σεληναίης Clouds 614, 
Dindorf -as), are stances of the survival in the popular dialect 
of older, more poetical forms. That this is an erroneous position 
is clear from an examination of all the Attic inscriptions previous 
to the Peloponnesian War. In no inscription, whose genuineness 
has not been universally suspected, or whose Attic character has 
not successfully been disputed, is there a single occurrence of 
Tonic -1n. It is therefore impossible that ᾿Αθηναίη and a fortiore 
Τριτογενείης are Attic. Plato’s ᾿Αθηναίη (Luthyd. 302 D) does not 
alter this conclusion in the least. The three instances quoted 
above are taken from an Ionic, and poetic source. On ᾿Αθηνέων 
see § 74, 1}. 

In the dialogue portions Ionisms are not admissible save 
when the speaker is an Ionian, in paratragedic passages, or when 
proper names have been preserved in an Ionic form by the 
pressure of Jonic tradition. 


Peace 46: ᾿Ιωνικός tis φησι παρακαθήμενος 
δοκέω μέν, ἐς Κλέωνα τοῦτ᾽ αἰνίσσεται, 
τὶ Cal 5 "4 Ἂν / 9 / 
ὡς κεῖνος ἀναιδέως (τὴν) σπατίλην ἐσθίει 


where δοκέω and κεῖνος hit off the Ionian. Phrynichos 11 583 (2)? 
is either corrupt or the line was spoken by, or of, an Ionian. 
On κεῖνος in Eupolis see Koch I 294 (139). Eurip. Orestes 742 
οὐκ ἐκεῖνος, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκείνη κεῖνον ἐνθάδ᾽ ἤγαγεν was parodied according 
to the Schol. κεῖνος appears in lyrical passages Thesm. 784, 
Wasps 751. 

κεινέου 15 not adopted by Koch I 50, in his attempted restora- 
tion of Kratin. II 83 (6). 

εἵνεκα is well attested in Aristophanes, Timokles, Plato, Philemo. 
That it was an Jonism adopted in Attic literature is evident 
from its occurrence in Thukydides, Plato, Isaios and Demosthenes 
(at least 20 times in 3). In Old Attic poetry it is found in 
one passage (C. I. A. IV 477 E). By the period of the empire 
it has fully established itself in popular speech, to which it was 
heretofore more or less a stranger. See Wackernagel Κὶ, Z. 
XXVIII 109-130. 

κοῦρος, κούρη. Aristoph. has κοῦρε Birds 977 (hex.), κοῦραι 
Thesm. 102, κούρην 1139 (lyr.). 

In senarii κουρίδιον λέχος Peace 844, κουροτρόφος Plato 11 674, 


1 See Cauer J. 1. p. 246, Speck De Aristoph. αἰαῖ. 15 ff., 29. ‘ 
2 References are given to the paging of Meinecke’s Fragmenta when his 
reading is that accepted by Koch, 


ra 
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cf. Κουροτρόφῳ in the Herald’s proclamation Thesm. 297. 
Aristoph. has always Διοσκόρω, as Amphis and Menander. 
Chionides’ Διόσκουροι II ὃ (Koch I 5), if ΡΥ}: used by the 
poet, occurred in anapaests. 

dovp.os Birds 1128 (Ἱππων ὑπόντων μέγεθος ὅσον ὁ ὃ.), ef. Plato 
II 688 (24), Diphilos IV 419 (7). All these passages refer to 
the Trojan Horse. Cf. Eurip. Tr. 14, Plato Theait. 184 D. 

Οὐλύμπου Knights 9, where Dindorf suggests that the line 
may bea quotation or adaptation from a poetical source. ssbickire 
Οὐλύμπου νόμος had become a technical phrase. 

Homeric in colouring are οὐλοχύτας Strato IV 546 {τ 44); 
γούνατα in the hexameters of Metag. IT 751 or of Aristagoras 
II 761 (Krat. II 207 (91) has yévara) παρέοντα in the Cheiron 
of Pherekrates, IT 335 (3); μεδέουσα Knights 585 (ch.), 763, 
Lysist. 834 (sen.), μεδέων Knights 560 (ch. ) (cf. eee § 74, I 
ovpetats occurs in Birds 1098 (lyr.). 

In Thesm, 878 the use of the Ionic πεπλώκαμεν (πεπλεύκα- 
μεν D) is a jeer on Huripides (Hel. 461, 532). 

In Birds 867 (herald), Peace 1064 (hex.), -7ov is found after « ; 
in Wasps 399 “πρύμνην (ὃ 420). ὀΐ Peace 930 is called by the 
poet Ἰωνικὸν ῥῆμα. It is also Aristotelian. ἀρχηγέτι Lys, 642 
(lyr.) may be noted in connection with this. 

ὅκως, Krates II 233 (1). 


Dialect of Ionic Prose. ‘Pure’ and ‘Mixed’ Tonic. 


79.| The criterion by which the ancient rhetoricians distin- 
guished the varying aspects presented by the dialect of the early 
prosaists was its purity, that is to say, they sought to discover 
whether their Ionic was ἄκρατος or μεμιγμένη. Upon the basis 
of this standard of comparison, Herodotos was placed in the 
second, Hekataios! and Anaximenes? of Miletos, and Hippo- 


* Hermogen. De Ideis III 399, W (cf. Strabo I, 7, 18): Ἑκαταῖος δὲ 6 
Μιλήσιος, παρ᾽ οὗ δὴ μάλιστα ὠφέληται 6 Ἣρόδ.. (ef. Suidas $0. ‘Exar. ys “καθαρὸς 
μέν ἐστι καὶ σαφής, ἐν δέ τισι καὶ ἡδὺς οὐ μετρίως; τῇ διαλέκτῳ δὲ ἀκράτῳ "Idd. καὶ 
οὐ μεμιγμένῃ χρησάμενος, οὐδὲ κατὰ τὸν Ἡρόδ. ποικίλῃ, ἧττόν ἐστιν ἕνεκά γε τῆς 
λέξεως ποιητικός. καὶ ἣ ἐπιμέλεια δὲ αὐτῷ οὐ τοιαύτη, οὐδ᾽ ὅμοιος ὁ κόσμος 6 περὶ 
αὐτήν. διὸ καὶ ταῖς ἡδοναῖς ἐλαττοῦται πολλῷ. τοῦ Ἡροδ., ἀλλὰ πάνυ πολλῷ. LIL 310) 
W: ἐκεῖθεν δὲ μάλιστα διαρκῆ ἔσχε oo THY γλυκύτητα, ὅτι καὶ αὐτὴν εὐθὺς τὴν 
διάλεκτον ποιητικῶς προείλετο εἰπεῖν. ἡ γὰρ "lds οὖσα ποιητικὴ φύσει ἐστὶν ἡδεῖα. 
εἰ δὲ καὶ ἄλλων διαλέκτων ἐχρήσατό τισι λέξεσιν, οὐδὲν τοῦτο, ἐπεὶ yap Ὅμηρος καὶ 
Ἡσίοδος καὶ ἄλλοι οὐκ ὀλίγοι τῶν ποιητῶν ἐχρήσαντο μὲν καὶ ἄλλαις τισὶ λέξεσιν 
ἑτέρων διαλέκτων, τὸ πλεῖστον μὴν ἰάζουσι. 

* Of Anaximenes, Diog. Laert. IL 2 says κέχρηταί τε γλώσσῃ Ἰάδι ἁπλῇ καὶ 
ἀπερίττῳ. 
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krates of Kos! in the first division. Herodotos stands alone, in 
the view of the ancients, as the representative of ‘mixed’ or 
‘variegated’ Tonic, though Ktesias of Knidos, whose fragments 
have not been utilized in the present treatise, followed in the 
wake of Herodotos ?. 

To the students of Greek style under Augustus, Herodotos 
had become the canon of the Ionic dialect®. The term ἄκρατος 
‘Ids, when applied by the rhetoricians to the other Ionic prosaists, 
seems to have been employed with direct or indirect reference to 
the historian of Halikarnassos. It is instructive, however, to 
notice, in connection with this, the judgment of a grammarian, 
the greatest authority on syntax of his age, who was himself 
the author of a treatise On the Ionic Dialect, and hence more 
cautious than the rhetoricians whose criticism often lacks 
perspective. Apollonios Dyskolos pronounced against the claims 
of Herodotos and Hippokrates to be regarded as representatives 
of Ionic, and elevated to that position Hekataios, Pherekydes 
and Demokritos *. 

Now if it could be shown that by ‘pure’ Ionic the critics 
of antiquity meant a dialect vigorous enough to repel the en- 
croachments of a non-Jonic idiom such as Doric or even Attic, 
a dialect that preserves its native system of phonetics and 
inflections, the value of their criticism would be inestimable; 
and command the greater respect in view of the fact that many 


1 Bachm. Anecd. I1 367,,, cf.Cod. Parisinus, p.679 in Schaefer’s Greg. Korinth.: 
Ἡρόδοτος yap διφροφορευμένους λέγει τοὺς φορείοις φερομένους, καὶ Ἱπποκράτης πολ- 
λάκις χρῆται τούτῳ τῷ τρόπῳ, ὃς ἀκράτῳ τῇ ᾿Ιάδι χρῆται 6 γὰρ Ἣρόδ. συμμίγει αὐτὴν 
τῇ ποιητικῇ. See Ilberg Studia pseudippocratea p. 33, Lobeck Philologus ΤΠ, p.14ff. 
Of the λέξις of the logographers Dion. Hal. (de Thuc. jud. VI 865, 819 R.) says: 
καὶ yap καθαρὰ kal σαφὴς καὶ σύντομύς ἐστιν, ἀποχρώντως σώζουσα τὸν ἴδιον ἑκάστης 
διαλέκτου χαρακτῆρα. A grammarian quoted in Schaefer’s Greg. Kor. p. 910 
says that for ἔω, ἔσκω is used, od κατὰ διάλεκτόν τινα, ἀλλὰ κατὰ σχηματισμὸν 
ποιητικόν, ἀφ᾽ ἑτέρου ἐφ᾽ ἕτερον τύπον ῥήματος. ὅτι Ἣρόδ. χρῆται τοιούτοις μετα- 
σχηματισμοῖς. κλέπτεσκε γάρ φησι καὶ ἄγεσκον. μήποτε γοῦν ἰωνικά εἰσι ταῦτα 
μᾶλλον. ἀλλ᾽ ἀναμφίβολον πάλιν τοῦτο ποιεῖ, τὸ μὴ τὸν “Hpdd. ἀκράτῳ τῇ ᾿ἸἸάδι 
χρῆσθαι, ἀλλὰ μεμιγμένῃ τῇ ποιητικῇ. Longinos calls Herodotos Ὁμηρικώτατος 
(Subl. 12). Eustathios Iliad A p. 9, says: ἔοικε δὲ καὶ Ἣρόδ. τῷ Φερεκύδῃ καὶ 
Ἑκαταίῳ ὅμοιος τοῖς καταβαλοῦσι τὸ τῆς ποιήσεως εὐδόκιμον. 

2 Of Ktesias, Photios (p. 45 ἃ 7. 20 Bekk.) says: κέχρηται δὲ τῇ Ἰωνικῇ δια- 
λέκτῳ, εἰ καὶ μὴ δι’ ὅλου καθάπερ Ἡρόδοτος, ἀλλὰ κατ᾽ ἐνίας τινὰς λέξεις. ἀνεγνώσθη 
δὲ αὐτοῦ καὶ τὰ Ἰνδικὰ ἐν ἑνὶ βιβλίῳ, ἐν οἷς μᾶλλον ἰωνίζει. ‘The last words indi- 
cate that in Ktesias’ time a partial Ionism was held to be sufficient to main- 
tain the tradition of the Ionic origin of the historian’s art. Ionic obtained 
a foothold in the Doris before the birth of the author of the Περσικά. Hero- 
dotos and Hippokrates felt the pressure of the Ionic atmosphere of their 
surroundings. Aue 

3 πῆς Ἰάδος ἄριστος κανών Dion. Hal., Photios J.1., and in the epigram in St, 
Byz. s.v. Θούριοι :-- 

Ἡρόδοτον Λύξεω κρύπτει κόνις ἥδε θανόντα 
Ἰάδος ἀρχαίης ἱστορικῆς πρύτανιν. 
* De Pron. 118 Β. 
G 
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of the fragments of the logographers and philosophers have 
either perished completely or have been forced to submit to a 
more or less thoroughgoing depravation of their original form. 
Unfortunately, however, this judgment of antiquity respecting 
‘pure’ as distinguished from ‘mixed’ Jonic means no such thing. 
Its value is vitiated for the purpose of dialectology because it is 
a verdict based upon the insecure premise that vocabulary and 
style are essentially determinative of dialect character. So far 
removed from the immediate purpose of the rhetoricians was the 
conception that purity of dialect consists in the unimpeded 
transmission of an indigenous vowel and consonantal system and 
in a native method of inflection, that they are constantly exposed © 
to the danger of not distinguishing dialect from diction. Excep- 
tions are rare. When Dionysios of Halikarnassos wishes to display 
the power of the Herodoteian style in its marshalling of words, 
his first thought is to cast aside the veil of the dialect that 
no extraneous charm may reinforce his argument as to the 
perfect disposition of the tale of Gyges or of the descent of 
Kroisos }. 

The grammarians rarely 2, the rhetoricians never, busied them- 
selves with any possibility of difference between the idiom of the 
soil and that of Ionic prose literature, filled from the horn of 
plenty of the epos. The nature of the inflections, the character 
of word forms, fail to trouble Hermogenes when he sets Heka- 
taios* off against Herodotos, or characterizes the poetical nature 
of the latter’s diction 4. 


80.] The distinction between pure and mixed Ionic is therefore, 
in view of the attitude of the rhetoricians towards the creations 
of Ionic prose literature, a distinction destitute of authority for 
us in respect of matters of phonology and inflection. Whatever 
significance it may possess can be understood only in relation 
to the genesis and stylistic development of prose as a literary 
instrument. 

Two views have been advanced in ancient as well as in modern 
times, which seek to penetrate into the obscurity enveloping the 
dawn of Greek prose. 


1 Cf. Quint. 1X 4, 18. 

* Dionysios Thrax ch. 1 illustrates the horizon of the grammarians :— 
γραμματική ἐστιν ἐμπειρία τῶν παρὰ ποιηταῖς Te καὶ συγγραφεῦσιν ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολὺ 
λεγομένων. 

* In the passage n. 1, p. 80, Hekataios’ style is described as simple, in 
contradistinction to the parti-coloured diction of Herodotos. The passage 
ending with ποιητικός may have reference to epic style and ‘vocabulary. See 
Zarneke Literatwrsprachen, note 32. 

* Hermog. 11 395: καὶ yap ταῖς ἐννοίαις μυθικαῖς σχεδὸν ἁπάσαις, καὶ τῇ λέξει 
ποιητικῇ κέχρηται διόλου ... οἱ γὰρ πλεῖστοι τῶν ῥυθμῶν αὐτῷ κατά τε τὰς συνθήκας 
καὶ τὰς βάσεις δακτυλικοί τε εἰσὶ καὶ ἀναπαιστικοί, σπονδειακοί τε καὶ ὅλως σεμνοί. 
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81.| The ancients with scarcely a dissenting voice, and the 
moderns in the early part of the nineteenth century under the 
leadership of Heyne especially, held that the rise of Ionic prose 
was due to a gradual abandonment of the metrical form, though 
at the same time the word structure that belonged to poetry was 
retained? Dealing with local myths at the outset, but con- 
tinually widening its horizon, it nevertheless retained some of 
that poetical colouring which had proved so splendid an ornament 
to the tale of the Trojan war. Strabo is the chief authority in 
ancient times for this view?. 

In confirmation of this side of the controversy it was 
urged that the connection between the epic and the earliest 
literary prose was most intimate”, an inference suggested by the 
tradition that Akusilaos transferred Hesiod to prose, and be- 
cause of a similar legend attaching itself to the name of 
Eumelos. The language of Anaximander is replete with poetic 
reminiscences*; and the diction of Herakleitos* and Demokritos® 
has not lost traces of its affiliation with the poetic past ®. Doubt- 
less some part of the poetic flavour of Platonic prose is not 
entirely due to the vivid imagination of the artist, but is the 
result of a more or less conscious reproduetion of the philosophic 
diction of the Ionians (6. 9. éyxpivw Rep. VI 486 D). 

The bond of sympathy between archaic literary prose and 
verse’, the refusal to abandon the medium of metre after a 
philosophical prose had won a place in the literary circles of 
Tonia, the analogy of the diction of Pythagoreian prose, proved 
powerful factors in gaining the suffrage of scholars to the view 
that Strabo was substantially correct. 


82.] If modern criticism does not actually overthrow the 
Strabonian explanation of the genesis of prose writing, it at 


1718: ὡς δ᾽ εἰπεῖν, ὁ πεζὸς λόγος, ὅ ye κατεσκευασμένος, μίμημα τοῦ ποιητικοῦ 
ἐστί. πρώτιστα yap ἣ ποιητικὴ κατασκευὴ παρῆλθεν εἰς τὸ μέσον καὶ εὐδοκίμησεν, 
εἶτα ἐκείνην μιμούμενοι, λύσαντες τὸ μέτρον, τᾶλλα δὲ φυλάξαντες τὰ ποιητικά, 
συνέγραψαν οἱ περὶ Κάδμον καὶ Φερεκύδη (i.e. of Syros), καὶ Ἑκαταῖον εἶτα οἱ 
ὕστερον ἀφαιροῦντες del τι τῶν τοιούτων εἰς τὸ νῦν εἶδος κατήγαγον ὡς ἂν ἀπὸ ὕψους 
τινός. The passage from Strabo reappears in Eust. Jl. p. 9. With this state- 
ment may be associated the remark of Aristotle (Poet. 1. 8) that the language 
of Empedokles was in no wise different from prose, save in the fact that it 
was metrical. ι 

2 See throughout Zarncke’s Entstehung der gr. Literatursprachen, which con- 
tains the best defence of the older view, though the part dealing with the 
rise of prose is the weakest part of the article. 

3 Theophrastos, apud Simpl. phys. 6 r 42. 

* Strabo, p. 3, βελτίων δ᾽ Ἥρακλ. καὶ ὁμηρικώτερος. 

5 Cicero, Orat. 67. 

6 Anaximenes, according to one witness at least, seems to have been less 
constant in his adherence to the poetic element in philosophical style, Diog. 
Laert. 11 2, cited above, § 79. 

7 The Karneonikai of Hellanikos was written in prose and verse. 
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least demands its modification in several important particulars. 
It is maintained that the foundation of Ionic prose is to be 
sought in the local dialects (notably the Milesian), and that the 
diction of historical, philosophical and scientific writing can have 
come into being only after the labours of successive generations 
had succeeded in rendering the rude idiom of the registers and 
decrees capable of being a vehicle of literary expression. 
Those of this second school emphasize the fact that even in 
antiquity there was no consensus of opinion, and bring for- 
ward at least two utterances making in favour of their view: 
(1) Cicero (De Orat. II 12, § 53), in speaking of the earliest 
Roman annalists who made no use of poetical ornament, compares 
them with Pherekydes, Hellanikos and Akusilaos. (2) After 
describing what manner of men the older local historians were, 
Dionysios of Halikarmassos! says that their style was clear and 
intelligible to all, pure and precise. Of the moderns, no less an 
authority than Bergk says: “12 is remarkable how slight has been 
the influence of poetry upon the prose of the earlier period, though 
poetry attained at an early date to a periodic connection of sentences. 
Prose, originally a totally different species of composition, intentionally 
yenounces the artistic means adopted hy poetry *. 


83.| In all this speculation, both of the moderns and of the 
ancients (who possessed a greater wealth of material, but not the 
horizon enabling them to estimate its dialectal value), a vital 
fact has been ignored. Style is one thing, phonetics and in- 
flections something quite different. Poetical ornament or poetical 
reminiscence, the recourse to archaic or obsolescent words, be 
they never so frequent, are not incompatible with a contem- 
poraneous system of inflection and phonetics. The substitution 
of prose for the λέξις εἰρομένη by the logographers of the sixth 
(or fifth) centuries is not identical with the adoption of an 
Homeric scheme of declension. The various dialects of Hellas, 
in which are preserved early dedicatory or laudatory hexameters 
of epic tone, have no scruple in adopting inflections proper either 
to an archaic or to a contemporaneous form of the language, 
while at the same time the words are borrowed to a greater 


* D. ΗΠ. de Thuc. judic. 819 R.: σαφῆ καὶ κοινήν, καὶ καθαρὰν καὶ σύντομον. Before 
he says: κατ᾽ ἔθνη καὶ κατὰ πόλεις διαιροῦντες, καὶ χωρὶς ἐκφέροντες, Eva καὶ τὸν 
αὐτὸν φυλάττοντες σκοπόν, ὅσαι διεσώζοντο παρὰ τοῖς ἐπιχωρίοις μνῆμαι κατὰ ἔθνη 
τε καὶ κατὰ πόλεις, εἴτ᾽ ἐν ἱεροῖς εἶτ᾽ ἐν βεβήλοις ἀποκείμεναι γραφαί, ταύτας εἰς τὴν 
κοινὴν ἁπάντων γνῶσιν ἐξενεγκεῖν, οἵας παρέλαβον" μήτε προστιθέντες αὐταῖς τι, μήτ᾽ 
ἀφαιροῦντες, ἐν αἷς καὶ μῦθοί τινες ἐνῆσαν ὑπὸ τοῦ πολλοῦ πεπιστευμένοι χρόνου καὶ 
θεατρικαί τινες περιπέτειαι, πολὺ τὸ ἠλίθιον ἔχειν τοῖς νῦν δοκοῦσαι. Demetrios, 
de Bloc. 12, vol. LX, p. 9 W says of the style of the older prosaists: διῃρημένη, 
εἰς κῶλα λελυμένη OV μάλα ἀλλήλοις συνηρτημένα, ws ἣ ‘Exaralov, kal τὰ πλεῖστα 
τῶν Ἡροδότου. 

? Bergk, Gr. Literaturgeschichte, II 394, note. 
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or less extent from Homer. So in the domain of prose. The 
archaic words employed in Herodotos’ vocabulary, when it is 
identical with that of Homer and divergent from that of 
Attic prose, may coexist with contemporaneous inflections. Even 
in the vocabulary of Ionic prose, much of what has been regarded 
as poetical is in fact nothing more than old-time Ionic, a sur- 
vival of the time when the Ionians did not dwell over-sea, and 
cherished with all the fervour which unites the speech of the 
colony to that of the metropolis. In the America of to-day 
there survive words drawn from the treasure-house of Chau- 
cerian, Spenserian and Shakesperian English, words which 
were still vigorous with life in England in the seventeenth 
century, but which have since been permitted to starve. The 
Tennessean says suddint for gquich-tempered, as Chaucer said 
sodeyn Diomede. 

On the one hand then, the utterances of antiquity and the 
hypotheses of the moderns in reference to the difference between 
the Herodoteian and non-Herodoteian dialect lead to no result, 
since they proceed on the lines of discriminating one style from 
another. On the other hand, we find in the extant fragments 
no answer to the much-vexed question whether there was any 
radical difference in the dialect of the various writers of early 
Tonic prose. 


84.] Upon turning to the existing monuments of Ionic prose, 
we confront the fact that, so far as the fragments of the logo- 
graphers permit a comparison of their dialect with that of 
Herodotos, there is no appreciable difference between the ‘two. 
These fragments are but few, and even these bear the touch 
of Attic or pseudo-Ionic hands. Of Kadmos and Dionysios, 
Deiochos and Bion of Prokonnesos, Eugeon of Samos, nothing 
has been preserved. Akusilaos of Argos, the first writer not 
of Ionic stock who pursued the genealogical enquiries of the 
Tonians, must have written in Ionic, though the fragments extant 
in antiquity were branded as spurious by Suidas. The Σικελιῶτις 
συγγραφή of Antiochos of Syrakuse, utilized by Thukydides, 
offers no picture of the form assumed by the literary Ionic of the 
Western colonies. Charon of Lampsakos has ἀπίξεται, and a few 
eases of -in, which was the feature of the dialect which resisted 
dislodgment most obstinately. In frag. 2 Plutarch has βασιληΐου 
together with τείχους and ἐπαναχωροῦσι. Of Xanthos nothing 
worthy of note is preserved. 

Even the fragments of Hekataios yield no result commen- 
surate with their greater number. In the field of vocabulary we 
notice here and there a peculiar word, but even upon the basis 
of the study of vocabulary and style, we have not material 
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sufficient to test the criticism of Hermogenes. It is only 
occasionally that Ionic forms appear in Steph. of Byzant. and 
in Athenaios!, whose texts present now the Attic, now a partial 
Tonic form. The pseudo-Longinos always Atticizes. δοκέω rests 
upon the authority of Hdn. π. μ. A. I p. 13. There is no 
example of an open εε or eet. 

Direct quotations from Pherekydes are extremely rare. Some 
Tonic forms are preserved by the schol. on Apoll. Rhod. IIT 1178 
(= Pherek. 44): ᾿Αθηναίη, ὄφιος, λίθοισιν, δοκέοντες, κρατέουσιν ; 
by the schol. on Pind. P. IV 75=133 (= 60): μαντήϊον, Αἰήτεω, 
Ἥρη, νόον; by the schol. on Eurip. Alk. 1 (= 76): Bodvtew, Στερό- 
mew, "Apyew ; and by Dion. Halik. Arch, 1 13 (= 85): καλέονται, 
οἰκέοντες, Δηιανείρης. All of these citations contain in addition 
Attic forms. 

In Ion of Chios as quoted by Athenaios I find the Attic 
verbal forms except in δοκέον, ἀφαιρετέοντα. The adjectives of 
colour and material appear in the open form (πορφυρέω, -€as, 
xpuo€éas). 


85.| The vigour displayed by Ionic as the language of the 
scientists of the day, not merely Ionians of Ephesos, Samos, 
Klazomenai or of the Thrakian Abdera?, but thmkers from 
Krete, or cosmopolitans, puts to confusion the aesthetic-physio- 
logical vapidity of many older, and some modern, books on 
Greek. The mollient harmonies of the Ionic vowel system were 
applied, even at the period of the destruction of effeminate Ionia 
upon the fall of Miletos, to give expression to the hardest thinking 
that the Hellenic world had witnessed. So far from the Ionic 
dialect in early prose always appearing in the easy-flowing, 
anecdotal style of an Herodotos: it is the idiom which has to 
express the resplendent subtleties of Herakleitos. ‘ Milesian 
tales’ are exchanged for the crabbedness of an Obscurantist, 
or for the defence of the all-pervading power of causality by 
the Atomic philosopher; and finally for the picturesque yet 
terse and nervous style of the Father of Medicine. 

And yet, however different the styles in vogue among the 
thinkers of the sixth and fifth centuries, styles ranging from 
the poetic prose of the speculative thinker Pherekydes of Syros 
to the powerful compression or unadorned simplicity (as in the 
᾿Επιδημίαι) of Hippokrates, we are unable to bring together 


* In Steph. Byz. -cov- appears fr. 67, 78, 114, 135, 189, 190, 193, 195 3 
contracted -ov- 105, 186. Athen. has open -eov- 290, -εο- 172, -ov- 173, 341; 
ec and ce: are always contracted. 

* In connection with this, reference may be made to the view upheld by 
Gomperz that the pseudo-Hippocratie tract περὶ τέχνης is the work of an 
Abderite, and also to the view of Wilamowitz-Moellendorff that the pseudo- 
Hippokratic Νόμος is the production of Demokritos. 
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enough material to warrant the conclusion that there was any 
thoroughgoing differentiation between the dialect of historical 
and that of scientific writing. Apart from the question of the 
relation of Herodotos to Hippokrates, which will be considered 
in § 100, there is scarcely a trace which points to a difference 
in dialect between Anaxagoras, Herakleitos, Demokritos, Diogenes, 
Melissos, Apollonios, or Protagoras'. While tradition has not 
been impartial in its dealings with the original colouring of 
their dialect, it nevertheless appears tolerably certain that they 
all made use of the inflections belonging to the accepted 
idiom of the day, which was common alike to the logographer 
and to the scientist. Radical differences in phraseology, sentence 
arrangement or syntax? may have existed, it is true, though 
in the scanty material at command, they elude our powers of 
observation. 

Scientific writing gradually passed over into the hands of the 
Athenians. Archelaos of Miletos, the pupil of Anaxagoras, 
was in the view of Diogenes Laertios the first who transferred 
from Ionia to Attika the study of the philosophy of nature. 
Anaxagoras himself was banished from Athens, and a like fate 
befell the cosmopolitan Protagoras. Though none of these 
thinkers deserted the literary form established by their pre- 
decessors, we find that Bion, the pupil of Demokritos, wrote 
partly in Ionic, partly in Attic. This procedure may have given 
a start to that paraphrasing of the old Ionic texts which in 
course of time won for itself a place even among the critics who 
were not unsusceptible to the charm of dialect. 


On the Transmission of the Text of the Ionic Philosophers. 
For pseudo-Ionisms and hyper-Ionisms see ὃ 113. 


86.| 1. No fragments in dialect have been preserved of Anaxi- 
mander or of Anaximenes (on whose dialect see note 2, page 80). 
Anaxagoras is known to us solely from the citations made by 


1 Some have held that Melissos imitated Hdt., Demokritos Hippokrates 
(ξύν). Mullach (Vulgarsprache p. 10) notes that Demokritos often agrees 
with neither Hdt. nor Hipp., but with the epic poets or inscriptions. He is 
unique for his ‘pregnant brevity, poetic colour, and independent boldness in 
word formation.’ 

* werd with the genitive (in the singular) of things, especially of an abstract 
character, occurs, probably for the first time in Ionic prose, in Demokritos, 
who has μετ᾽ ἀποδείξεως (?). Mommsen (Gr. Praep. p. 112, note 50) says that 
the use of μετά with plural nouns is almost entirely avoided before Euripides ; 
but οἵ, Hippokrates, περὶ apy. inr. I 612 (8 17). See Gomperz, Apologie d. 
Heilkunst, note 2 on p. 92. 
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Simplicius, who has turned into Attic many of the essential 
features of the original language of the philosophers. Thus co is 
contracted into ov, the « pronominal forms have given place 
to those in 7, the Ionic forms of the reflexive pronouns have 
completely disappeared. 

2. Melissos has been treated more kindly by Simplicius. εοι is 
retained in the optative, and co has not entirely disappeared. 
The retention of κενεός and xevedrepos is noteworthy. In one 
instance a pronominal form in x has escaped the levelling 
process. 

3. Herakleitos has fared better at the hands of his excerptors 
than most of his contemporaries. The compression of his style 
may have prevented too great a deflection from the original. 
The earliest direct citation (by Theophrastos) is, however, para- 
phrazed. The x pronominal forms are preserved by Clemens, 
Stobaios, Plutarch, Hippolytos, Origen; the -wv- forms are found 
in Strabo, Plutarch, Diogenes Laertios, Julian, &c.; uncontracted 
-εο-, -eov- in Clemens of Alexandria (whose MSS., however, are 
inconsistent in this regard and also in the retention of the 
characteristic Ionic x); uncontracted -ew- in Diogenes Laertios, 
Strabo. 

ε in place of α in -aw verbs is found in Clemens and 
Hippolytos. 

ξυνόν for κοινόν in Origen, Plotinos, Porphyrios, Sext. 
Emp. The ε forms in the comparative degree are rarely 
preserved intact by late writers. μέζονες is found in Clemens, 
κρέσσον In Stob. The Jonie ἡ is retained except by those 
who Atticize outright. Plutarch rarely swerves from the 
original. 

The fragments of Herakleitos found in the Strassburg MS. 
of Justinian, now destroyed, and dating 474-491 A.D., are 
completely Atticized with the exception of ὁκοῖον, τουτέοισι. 

4. The longest single fragment of Diogenes of Apollonia has 
been paraphrased by Aristotle. In the other fragments as 
preserved in Simplicius we notice the retention of the Ionic 
declension of io/a stems, except in -ewy. εὸ is kept open in 
πλήθεος, a genitive form which is as unique in Simplicius as is 
his retention of ὅκῃ in Melissos 14. The reflexive pronouns 
conform to the Attic standard. 

5. The Moralia of Demokritos, handed down chiefly by Stob- 
alos, present the features of Ionic distorted by Atticisms, which 
at times completely overshadow the original lineaments of the 
dialect. Within one and the same fragment (e.g. 70) we find the 
same word now in Attic, now in Ionic, guise. The characteristic 
features of the dialect of the Abderite philosopher emerge often 
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enough to permit the reconstruction of the whole, though not 
always in the form adopted by Mullach. The -wv- forms of the 
reflexive pronoun are tolerably common (e.g. 92, 100, 188) ; 
κρέσσον we find in 94; οἰκήιος (94); -ἰος and -vas in -ἰ- stems 
(20); the « pronominal forms have often given place to the 
Attic 7, but the guttural appears (13, 20, 41); retention of 
ψίλωσις (92) Is as rare as the open -εο- and -ew- are common. 
These forms appear with greater consistency than any other 
deflection from the Attic usage. There is a constant fluctuation 
between ξύν and σύν, and between the longer and shorter forms 
of the dative plural of the A and O declensions. Mullach has 
edited ξύν and τοῖσι and τῇσι indefensibly. τοῖς and ταῖς oceur 
even when, as is rarely the case, the nouns end in -σι. The 
articular τοῖσι, however, occurs in 41, the relatival in 47; τῇσιν 
ἐπιθυμίῃσι in 46. τολμέωσι is found in 215. 

The Physika, as cited by Sextus Empiricus, are almost com- 
pletely Atticized. Ionic ἢ is occasionally preserved ; ὁρῆν occurs 


in § 139 (frag. 1). 


On the Style of Early Ionic Prose Writing. 


87.| Among the early logographers who raised the edifice 
of their recitals upon the simple annals of the Ionic cities, 
genealogies, priestly records, &c., some would seem to have 
adopted a plain and homely style, ungarnished by that ad- 
mixture of epic colouring which distinguished the work of 
others. Both styles, however, had their roots in the local idioms 
in which subsisted variations to some slight degree. No Ionic 
prose in fact held itself aloof from the idiom of the soil. But to 
the epos, rather than to the unaided efforts of the early worthies, 
is due the creation of what might fairly be called a literary 
instrument. The influence of the epos cannot be conceived save 
upon the supposition that the ruder prose had of itself been 
already elaborated to a degree enabling it to make a distinct 
advance under the inspiration of a poetic model. There seem 
to be certain indications making for the conclusion that the 
language of the earliest logographers was in closer touch with 
the idiom of the soil than that of Herodotos. In this view 
‘unmixed’ Tonic would show less of that conscious recourse to 
the epos and other literature (cf. ὃ 89) which characterizes the 
dialect of Herodotos, and which in fact constituted his ποικιλία. 


1 Tt is wide of the mark to extend the application of the words of Hermo- 
genes : Ἑκαταῖος παρ᾽ οὗ δὴ μάλιστα ὠφέληται ὃ Ἣρόδοτος (cf. above § 79) so as 
to find in them a confirmation of the belief, whether well founded or not, 
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Pherekydes and Hekataios dwelt within a narrower circle, while 
Herodotos extended the boundaries not only of subject-matter 
but also of style. 

It is often a matter of dubitation what is the contemporaneous 
Tonic form which deserves a place in Herodotos, so scanty are 
our epigraphic materials and so perverse the confusion in the 
grammarians between the different strata of Ionic forms. Yet 
it is nevertheless certain that, save in passages which bear the 
unmistakable stamp of deliberate recurrence to Epic formulae, 
the system of phonology and inflection is that of the soil. If it 


that Herodotos purloined from his predecessor much of his subject-matter. 
The tone of the passage in Hermogenes indicates the belief of the rhetorician 
that Herodotos owed a debt in matters of style to Hekataios, notwithstanding 
that the latter used the ἄκρατος, οὐ μεμιγμένη Ids. A hard and fast line between 
the Milesian and the Halikarnassian cannot well be drawn. I am indebted 
to Diels, Hermes XXII 426, for reference to a passage in Eusebios, Pr. Ev. 
X 3, p. 466 B, to the effect that Porphyrios in his Φιλόλογος ἀκρόασις, following 
Polio περὶ τῆς Ἡροδότου κλοπῆς, showed that Hdt. transferred from Hek. 
several passages without material change (βραχέα παραποιήσας). Diels does 
not hesitate to regard the ποικιλία of Hdt. as due to the wider horizon of the 
historian, which embraces not only description of all manner of things but 
also stylistic affinities with the epos, tragedy, ὅζο. 

In connection with this, reference may be made to a treatise which has 
generally escaped the notice of scholars: Peyron’s Origine det tre illustri dialetti 
Greci paragonata con quella dell” eloquio illustre Italiano, first published in 1838, and 
now accessible as the 12th appendix to his Twcidide, Turin, 1861. In §§ 49-56 
he treats of Ionic, chiefly in regard to the relation of Herodotos to his prede- 
cessors and to the statements of Hermogenes (above § 79) and Dionysios of 
Halikarnassos (above ὃ 82). His views are, briefly, as follows: the lan- 
guage of Hekataios and that of the early logographers was that of the native 
city of each, here and there ennobled by a slight admixture of the poetic ele- 
ment. An ἄκρατος dialect is a dialect spoken by the common-folk in a single 
city or district and not yet elaborated by literary artists; the words οὐ 
μεμιγμένη refer to a diction uncontaminated by the adoption of Homeric or 
other species of Ionic ; and ποικιλία is used of a speech which seeks to avoid 
the monotony incidental to the use of a single dialectal idiom, by having 
recourse to forms and inflections other than those native to a single locality. 
Pseudo-Plutarch used ποικίλος in this sense when speaking of Homer (λέξει 
δὲ ποικίλῃ κεχρημένος τοὺς ἀπὸ πάσης διαλέκτου τῶν Ἑλλήνων χαρακτῆρας ἐγκατέ- 
μιξεν). In confirmation of the view that the diction of Hekataios was 
essentially plebeian, the following words are cited : déas for κρέας, αἷμον for 
alos, γέγειος, ἐπίσσαι, κίβωτος, σκορπίζεσθαι-- σκεδάννυσθαι, ἀδελφίζειν. In gen- 
eral the predecessors οἵ Herodotos wrote as they spoke, but gradually i 
Fraseggiarre del volgo si innalzava verso la dignita ed. il ritmo della grave prosa. Heka- 
taios and his compeers were not absolutely intolerant of the dialect of other 
localities than their own, nor were they invariably studious of the avoidance 
of Homeric phraseology. They only essayed a unification of elements, whose 
fusion was reserved for the genius of Herodotos. Herodotos took as the 
foundation for his dialect the language of Homer, as the successors of Dante 
regarded his diction as their sovereign norm. The ποικιλία of Hdt. is the 
result of the superimposing upon Homeric Greek of the Ionic of Herodotos’ 
own day and of other non-Ionic elements. 

Latterly the ancient qualifications of the style of Hdt. have been regarded 
as covering loan-forms from non-Ioniec dialects, which, it is assumed, were 
foreign to the writers of the ‘pure’ Ionic. Cf. K.Z. XXX 572. 
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is erroneous to regard Ionie prose as naught save the epic 
done into prose, to ruthlessly expel all Homeric forms from 
the text of Herodotos or of any of the early Ionic prosaists 
is to blind oneself to the true character of the genesis of prose 
in Tonia, 

The presence of distinctly Homeric forms in Herodotos is 
due to the literary complexion of his history and is explained 
in part by his relationship to Panyassis. It is implied also in 
great measure by the after history of the text itself. It 
was the existence of an admixture of a poetic element which 
gave room and verge enough for the later redactors to erect 
the structure of an hyper-Ionism, whose creed licensed an 
indiscriminate substitution of epic forms in place of those of the 
living speech of Herodotos’ day. 

What may have been the distinctive virtue of the diction of 
the many representatives of Ionic prose classed by the ancients 
as writers of pure Ionic, it is now beyond our power to discover. 
Certainly if the ποικιλία peculiar to Herodotos has been cor- 
rectly explained above, the bipartite division of antiquity does 
not rest upon differences of dialect in the strict sense of the 
word, and dialectal ‘purity’ is to be kept apart from stylistic 
‘ purity.’ 


The Dialect of Herodotos. 


AsiIcuT: Quaestionum de dialecto Herodotea specimen prim. 1859 ; Philol. XI 275 
(on -arat, -ατο for -yrat, -ντο). 

Brepow : De dialecto Herodotea, 1846. 

Dinvorr : Dissertatio de dialecto Herod. in the Didot edition, 1844. 

Frirscu : Critique of Merzdorf’s De dialecto Herodotea, in Jahrbiicher fiir kl. Phil. 
1876, p. 105 ff. 

LHARDY : Quaestionum de dial. Herod. cap. I and II, 1844-46. 

Merzporr : Quaest. gramm. de vocalium in dialecto Herodotea concursu in Curtius’ 
Studien VIII 127-222, 1875. Vocalverkiirzung und Metathesis im LIonischen, 
ibid. [IX 201-244, 1876. 

Meyer, W. L.: Ueber die Contraction der Verba auf -dw, Programm des Paedagog. zu 
Ifeld, 1868. 

Norin : De contractis verbis in -ἔω apud Herodotum. 

SPREER: De verbis contractis apud Herodotum, 1874. 

Srern : in the Praefatio to the first volume of his critical edition (1869), p. xliv ff. 

Srracuan: in the Introduction to his edition of Book VI, 1891. 

Srruve: Quaestionum de dial. Herodoti specimina III, 1828-30 (in the second 
volume of his Opuscula). 


The following i.a. deal with the relation of Hdt. to Homer: 


BoerrigeR : De Herod. Historia ad epicit carminis indolem propius accedente, 1792. 
Horer : Ueber die Verwandtschaft ἃ. herod. Stiles mit dem homerischen, 1878. 
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Horrscuer : Die Entwickelung wu. d. Zusammenhang a. ionischen Prosa mit den homer- 
ischen Epen, 1875. 

Picuter: Ueber syntaktische Beziehungen Herodots 2 Homer, 1882 (Jahresbericht d. 
philol. Vereins zu Berlin, X (1884), p. 366). 

SrADELMANN : Dissertat. de Herodoto ejusque dialecto, 1830-32. 

Srepuanus: Herodotus 1570, p. 18 ff. (contains a collection of expressions in 
which Hdt. and Homer agree). 

See also ZaARNncKE’s Entstehung der griech. Literatursprachen, 1890, pp. 38-45. 


88.| Within less than a century after Herodotos had con- 
cluded his history, the epitome of its contents by Theopompos 
became a possibility. The construction and continuance of an 
Athenian empire, whose reason for existence was the presence 
of the barbarian in the home of the Ionic Greeks; the rise of 
an artistic Attic prose as a more facile and more highly 
elaborated organ for the expression of trained political thought ; 
the unexampled rapidity of development displayed by this new 
creation of Greek literature; the extinction of the easily flowing 
and loosely joined style of the Ionic narrative prose; the 
absorption of the fourth century in the process of perfecting 
the rhythmic and periodic style; and finally the continual 
widening of the chasm that separated the Eastern Greeks from 
‘those of Hellas proper ;—all these factors contributed to the 
speedy decay of interest in the Herodoteian work. Now to 
this unpopularity of the Father of History, lasting from the 
extinction of Ionie literature to the time of Dionysios of 
Halikarnassos, is due in large measure the absence of a 
definite tradition of his original text. The disturbance of 
the current of Ionic tradition by the appearance of Attic worked 
to the prejudice of Herodotos. The impoverishment of the 
dialect and the deflection of literary curiosity to other quarters 
prevented a constant modernization of the original text, and 
ensured a speedy obscuration of the original complexion of so 
unique a literary product. When the interest in Ionic literature 
revived during the Augustan age, the seeds of corruption had 
borne their fruit; and it was impossible to reconstitute the 
genuine tradition of Herodotos as of other Ionic prose writers, 
who from this time onward continue, to excite an attention in 
the rhetorical schools which they had failed to obtain in a 
more creative period of Greek literature. 

The MSS. of no other prose writers exhibit such a wilderness 
of various readings and so complete an inability to transmit 
the original form as do those of Herodotos and Hippokrates. 
Fortunately in the case of Herodotos, with whom we are here 
more immediately concerned, this aberration affects not the sense, 
but the external form. No single dialectal canon seems to have 
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guided the copyists, who adopt now one standard as regards one 
set of forms, now another as regards a set completely analogous. 
The absence of any scholia makes for the view that Alexandrian 
learning did not (as it did in the case of Homer, the lyric and 
tragic poets), by means of critical studies devoted to the dialect, 
erect a bulwark against the gradual transformation of that part 
of the authentic text in which Later Ionic was exposed to contam- 
ination with Homeric Ionic. 

The incoherency of the Herodoteian scheme as it appears in 
the MSS. is evident from many considerations. If o¢ and even 
oy are contracted, is it conceivable that oo should remain open ? 

Despite the general acquiescence in the traditional belief that 
the open forms of the -ew verbs are genuine Herodoteian and 
Hippokratic, there are not wanting signs of a more rational 
view even in circles that do not despise the evidence of the MSS. ~ 
in all matters pertaining to the contraction or non-contraction 
of vowels. Gomperz in his Apologie der Heiikunst does not 
scruple to adopt the closed forms, though the Paris MS. 4 has 
only 18 instances against 21 instances of the open forms in the 
pseudo-Hippokratie περὶ τέχνης. 

Neither of the two classes! of MSS. of Herodotos (the older 
represented by 4 BC, the younger by RPV/'S) succeeds in 
carrying us to a period antedating the existence of an ignorant 
speculation as to the original form of the dialect adopted. 
The Florentine MS. (4) of the tenth century contains a 
greater farrago of perverse Ionisms than is found in the Romanus 
(2) of the fourteenth century. Cobet and Gomperz rate 
higher, for other reasons, the younger family of MSS. to 
which #& belongs. On the one hand the confusion in the 
mind of the dialectologists between Homeric (cf. Greg. Korinth. 
§ 20, 22) and Later Ionic foisted upon the early MSS. forms 
that are purely Homeric, and sometimes even such as owe 
their origin to a depraved Homeric tradition; and on the other 
the text, like all dialect texts, was exposed to the inroads of 
paraphrasing Atticists. In the uncertainty as to what was 
genuine, the dialectological sciolists played havoe with the later 
Ionic, and their blundering stupidity gave birth to such mis- 
shapen creatures as éyevéaro, δεσπότεα, Κροίσεω, Βάττεω, τουτέων, 


i Holder arranges the MSS. as follows: the archetypal MS. split into 
(1)a=AB, (2) R+V'=V+S. Cand Pare placed by Holder among the codices 
contaminati vel mixti. See Kallenberg, Philologus, 1885, p. 717, who showed 
that in books I and IX, P belongs to the family ABO, but was corrected from 
a MS. of the R family; in books II-VIII P belongs to the family R but 
underwent correction from a MS. of the family ABC. Together with ABO, R 
is to be cautiously used. Stein held that only when P and R agree is use 
to be made of their readings. Cobet called R at once the best and the 
worst MS. 
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αὐτέων (mase. neutr.), τουτέοισι, σταθμεύμενος, ἐδικαίευν, which 


run riot in the MSS. 


89.| The ancient grammarians, to a large extent under the 
influence of the rhetoricians, neglecting the influence exerted 
upon Herodotos by tragedy, lyric poetry, and perhaps even by 
the contemporary Sophistic, regarded his ποικιλία as emanating 
from his sympathy with the form and complexion of the epos. 
For Epie diction is characterized by a ποικιλία of its own?. It 
was alien to the purpose of the ancient rhetoric to attempt to trace 
out in Herodotos the possibility of a combination of local idioms, 
each of which might have been compelled to yield its contribution 
towards the creation of a prose style, more highly elaborated than 
that wrought out by the predecessors of the Halikarnassian 
historian. Such a conception of the Herodoteian style, though not 
warranted by actual facts, could become possible only in modern 
times. Various have been the attempts within the past fifty years 
to explain the ποικιλία of Herodotos. Some, misconceiving the 
spirit of a Greek historian and the atmosphere of Ionic prose, 
have regarded it as the result of the fusion of Ionic with 
Karian, despite the fact that Halikarnassos was Ionized at 
least by the middle of the fifth century. Others, misconceiving 
the words of Suidas (ἐν τῇ Σάμῳ καὶ τὴν ᾿Ιάδα ἠσκήθη διάλεκτον), 
have regarded his dialect as Samian, which solely on this account 
was held to be a mixture of all the Ionic sub-dialects; though 
in fact, so far as we are acquainted with its structure, Samian 
Ionic opposes the infusion of alien, non-Ionic words and in- 
flections*. Most of the modern editors of Herodotos maintain 
the view that his ‘variegated’ Ionic is due to the presence of 
poetical (epic, lyric, elegiac), Doric, and Attic forms and ex- 
pressions, which arose for the most part from the birth, training 
and surroundings of the historian. The present treatise, while 
professing allegiance to a view which holds, properly enough, 
that the personal coefficient has been largely instrumental in 
giving to Herodoteian style its peculiar virtue, is nevertheless 
antagonistic to the theory that his ποικιλία permitted Herodotos 
to adopt, as Homer adopted, now one, now another inflection for 
one and the same word ; and in fact to the conception that the 
variegated complexion of the MSS. is any indication of a ποικιλία 
in the form reproduced by Stein and many modern editors. 
1 hold that only in the treatment of proper names and in 
passages of unmistakably epic colouring is a certain latitude 


*“Ounpos λέξει ποικίλῃ κεχρημένος says the author of the tractate περὶ 
ὋὉμηρικῆς διαλέκτου. 
2 Cf. above, § 21. 
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on the lines of a departure from the contemporary Ionie to be 
regarded as justifiable. 


90.] The language of Herodotos, as reconstructed upon the 
basis of the best MSS., consists of a mixture of early and late 
Tonic and a number of Attic forms. Doric forms oceur in 
proper names. Much of what is genuine in Herodotos is likewise 
Attic, but some of the forms which appear to be found on Ionic 
soil alone readily admit of explanation by the laws of Greek 
morphology. Of the Ionic forms the greater part represents the 
dialect of the historian’s time?, but of the considerable remainder 
one part was obsolescent, another obsolete in the fifth century. 


91.] The critical canon adopted by many of the editors? and 
by some scholars* who have made a special study of certain 
portions of the diction of Herodotos is as follows: the form 
to be assumed by a given word in a given passage depends 
upon a count of its occurrences in the MSS., 1.6. if one form 
has a majority of MS. witnesses in its behalf it is accepted, 
while the other must be rejected. 

This principle, though seemingly the only safe guide, is illusory. 
Thus on the authority of a majority of the MSS. ποιέει and 
ποιέειν are to be adopted, while in the case of voéw, voéets, 
-voet and -yoety would demand to be accepted. In the 
case of the subjunctives of -ew verbs the MSS. have the open 
forms in fourteen instances when a vowel precedes the ending, 
and the closed form ten times when a consonant is the preceding 
letter. What system of literary aesthetics can pronounce in 
favour of θάρσει but demand στρατηλάτεε; or differentiate the 
delicate shades of feeling in παραίνεε and βοήθει ἢ Shall we 
here conclude that there existed a thoroughgoing differentiation 
between vocalic and consonantal endings, when such a differentia- 
tion does not exist in other cases where -ew or -w appears? In 
one instance δοκέῃ has been deemed worthy of a place in the 
text, though by count in the present subjunctive it has a 


1 That a Dorian of Halikarnassos should have written in Ionic is due not 
merely to the existence of an Ionic prose at the opening of the fifth century, 
but also because Halikarnassos had been Ionized before the birth of the 
historian. Cf. the Lygdamis’ inser. No. 238 in Bechtel’s collection. The 
exceedingly old papyrus, published in Philologus XLI 748, dating probably from 
the fourth century 8.0. and referred to Halikarnassos, contains several 
Dorisms. 

2 Holder, because more amenable to inscriptional authority, is much more 
radical than Stein in his refusal to accept MS. testimony. 

35. Notably Bredow. In justice to the memory of a careful scholar, it should 
be stated that Merzdorf abandoned in Curtius Studien IX 201, the position 
assumed by him in the Studien VIII 127. The futility of the principle of 
majority rule was shown by Fritsch in Fleckeisen’s Jahrb. 1876, p. 108, and 
in his Vokalismus d. herod. Dialekts, pp. 1 ff. Cf. Kratylos 437 D. 
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majority of but one over ποιῇς. In VIII 76 all MSS. have 
περιποιῶσι, though they have ποιέωσι TV 111, εἰδῶ 11 114, but 
εἰδέω III 140, ἀποδεχθῶ 1 124, but ἀπαιρεθέω IT 65, ἀδικοῖεν 
V 84, but δοκέοι I 24, ποιοῖ or -οίη VI 35, but ποιέοιεν IX 104, 
In the case of thirteen verba contracta the closed forms prevail, 
in the case of two others, though the MSS. prefer the con- 
traction, Stein capriciously edits the open forms; in thirty- 
eight verbs only the contracted forms appear, and in the case 
of ὁράω, εἰρωτάω and φοιτάω the wildest license reigns. 

The adoption of the modern canon of criticism thus leads, 
as regards contraction or non-contraction (where the greatest 
lack of uniformity prevails), to a dissolution of a uniform system 
of inflection, and in fact to a conglomerate of inconsistencies 
such as is not found in any other prose author, with the possible 
exception of Hippokrates, whose text has met in great measure 
the same fate as that which has befallen the Herodoteian. 
From a survey of MS. evidence the conclusion is irresistible 
that this confusion is at least as old as the archetypal MS., 
which is held by some to be found in the conjunction of the 
readings of 4B. Whether the lack of uniformity displayed 
by the archetypal MS. is the echo of a similar lack dating 
from Herodotos (as some would maintain), or whether it is 
the result of a disturbance of the original tradition, are, it is 
scarcely necessary to remark, two totally different questions. 
The view reached in this work is that no agreement of MS. 
testimony in respect of contract verbs, unless it is an absolute 
consensus, is authoritative in the determination of the original 
text of the early Ionic prosaists. To establish an absolute 
consensus is often an impossibility. There are indications that 
different views as to the proper form of reconstructing certain 
parts of the Tonic verbal system obtained foothold at a very 
early period in the history of the transmission of the text. 
Thus as regards the ‘pure’ verbs, 4 B & often agree as to the 
necessity of contraction, CP! more frequently than the others 
(though not consistently) treat the -aw verbs as if they had 
passed into -ew verbs, the /’orentinus C having -ew, the Parisinus 
P having εο, cov and ew for ao, aov and aw. 

The attitude of the MSS. towards the question of the character 
of the dialect of Herodotos, can be accounted for only upon the 
supposition that at an early period, certainly not very long 
after the decline of literature under Alexander’s successors, the 
knowledge of the text had become obliterated. When the period 
of reconstruction arrived the dialectological theories which en- 


* Some of the forms of CP are regarded by Stein and others as due to the 
grammarians, 
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deavoured to break through the obscurity succeeded only in 
perpetuating divergent views as to the nature of prose Ionic. 
Nor did these theories, which found the chief field for their 
activity in the text of Herodotos, spare the texts of the lesser 
lights of the Ionic constellation. 


92.| The investigation pursued in the present work proceeds 
upon principles which may thus be outlined :— 

1. Herodotos made use of a uniform system of phonetics and 
inflection 1, ἡ. 6. when a word can be shown to be genuine Ionic 
and Herodoteian, no variation in its form is permissible except 
in certain special cases, as, for example, those comparatively few 
epic reminiscences which are so direct as to carry the Homeric 
form into Herodotos. Nor are we to regard as recalcitrant 
such variations as βοηθέω, βώσαντι. Proper names of non-Ionic 
peoples and personages are given, now in the Jonic, now in the 
native, form. 

2. The appellate court for deciding upon impeachable portions 
of the Herodoteian system of phonetics and inflection is composed 
of the inscriptions and the poets of lonic birth. Herein we 
attribute greater weight to the writers of iambics and trochaics 
than to the elegists. The language of the inscriptions alone 
is not an absolute criterion of the genuineness of an Jonic form 
unless the inscription is older than 400 B.c. and contains no 
trace whatsoever of that which is specifically Attic. When the 
language of the inscriptions, with this limitation, agrees with 
that of the poets, we possess in their agreement the surest 
test possible under the circumstances by which to examine the 
credentials of any disputable form; and against the united voice 
of iambists and stone records the fluctuating orthography of 
Herodoteian or Hippokratic MSS. can make no stand. On the 
other hand, it is necessary to insist upon the fact, too often 
forgotten by some of the radical German scholars, that because a 
form is found in iambic poetry, or in the inscriptions, it does not 
follow that this form must be Herodoteian. 

In the course of the detailed examination of Ionic my primary 
purpose has been to let the facts themselves show how great 
or how small is the difference between the actual speech of 


1 Stein, whose principle it is to follow the best MSS. in each passage, and 
who admits the doctrine of manifold forms, quotes with approval Orator 
156: alias ita loquor ut concessum est, ut hoc vel proh deum dico vel proh deorum, 
alias ut necesse est, cum trium virum non virorum, cum sestertium nummum, non 
nummorum, guod in his consuetudo varia non est. But, as has long ago been 
remarked, this by no means implies that a writer has the liberty of mixing 
archaic and modern forms at will. There are not wanting in Herodotos, or 
even in inscriptions, analogues of the retention of the old gen. in -wm, while 
cases similar to the younger -orwm had elsewhere gained a place in the language 
of the day. 

H 
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Herodotos’ time and that which is ordinarily proclaimed as fifth 
century Ionic, the rules for which, as formulated by Dindorf* in 
the Didot edition, upon the authority of Herodoteian MSS., have 
proved for nearly two generations a treacherous guide to editors * 
of the Ionic writers of the Hadrianic Renascence and of the authors 
quoting early Ionic literature. I have endeavoured not to 
advance any theory, either of the development of Ionic prose 
literature or of the nature of the Herodoteian dialect, which 
might throw into a false light the explanation of the life of the 
individual form; but to present the material in such bulk and 
in such shape that the theory advanced in this part of the 
volume, when supported by the facts as given in another, 
cannot be dislodged by the arguments of those of different belief. 

The view of the dialect of Herodotos which, on the whole, 
seems most probable is as follows :— 

The ἱστορίης ἀπόδεξις was originally composed, not in the 
pure Milesian dialect as spoken in ordinary life by the Milesians 
of the fifth century, but in an ennobled form of the Milesian 
dialect which, gradually perfected by the predecessors of Herodotos, 
had received under the hands of the historian an impress 
due to the peculiar virtue of his genius. This literary Milesian 
idiom had its roots in the soil. Its inflections and phonetics 
were those of the common speech. If this common speech did 
not invariably and at once reject all older forms that were brought 
face to face with those of more recent origin, ἃ fortiori the 
literary dialect did not keep pace with the innovations of the speech 
of daily life*. It confessed the supremacy of the Ionic epos* 
by a frequent reproduction of Homeric sentiment and phraseology, 
chiefly for the purpose of ornament. An additional lustre was shed 

τ Dindorf, it is true, uttered a warning against a superstitious reverence 
for the authority of the MSS.: quorum auctoritate sola qui regi judicium swum 
patiuntur perinde faciunt ac st quis tesserarum jactu decernendum esse contendat quibus 
quoque in loco vocabulorum formis usus esse putandus sit Herodotus. But Dindorf 
lived in a state of primeval innocence in respect of epigraphy. The iam- 
bographers have in his view no voice at all, the pseudo-Lonists an all import- 
ant voice in shaping the form of Herodoteian Ionic. 

? The dialectologist is hampered at every turn by this dependence upon a 
long established code which results in grafting upon such authors as Stobaios 
all sorts of hyper-Ionie forms. Especially is this to be deplored in the ease 
of the many editions which do not give a full conspectus of various readings. 
Such a book as Diel’s Simplicius is a notable exception. 

* For example, if in Halikarnassos or in Miletos the form of the article 
was τοῖς about the year 450 B.c., it does not follow that in Herodotos the 
longer form should be displaced, provided, as is the case, τοῖσι existed in 


Miletos in the sixth century. For τοῖσι in Hdt. to be correct, it is necessary 
that it should have existed at a time when the Milesian literary dialect was 
forming. 

* Demetr. de Eloc, § 51: πλὴν of μὲν γυμνῇ πάνυ χρῶνται τῇ μιμήσει τῶν 
ποιητῶν, μᾶλλον δὲ οὐ μιμήσει, ἀλλὰ μεταθέσει καθάπερ Ἡρόδοτος. Θουκυδίδης 
μέντοι κἂν λάβῃ παρὰ τοῦ ποιητοῦ τι, ἰδίως αὐτῷ χρώμενος ἴδιον τὸ ληφθὲν ποιεῖ. 
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upon the heroes of the Ionic Revolt and of Marathon by the 
recital of their deeds in a language whose tone recalled that 
in which the poet had recounted the story of Achilles and of 
Odysseus. But in its external form, save in those passages which 
were imbued with epic colour, it was the dialect of the sixth 
and fifth centuries, such as is in part presented in the language 
of the epigraphic monuments and in part to be reconstructed by 
the aid of the living speech of a slightly older date, found in its 
purest form in the fragments of Archilochos, Simonides of 
Amorgos, and Hipponax, and in the elegists after a considerable 
subtraction of epic forms has been made. And furthermore, 
this Milesian dialect must not be thought of as a highly artificial 
idiom, hostile to natural and spontaneous variation. 

The practical effect of this theory, if applied to a reconstruction 
of the Herodoteian text, would leave undisturbed by far the 
greater part of the dialect. The system of declension unfolded 
in the best MSS. would be preserved, the traces of Wirwous 
vouched for, while its absence in compounds would not be 
branded as spurious. But in one particular which for years has 
been proclaimed a distinguishing feature of Later Ionic—the 
entire absence of contraction of the -ew verbs—the testimony of 
the stone records and of the iambists is fatal to the assumption 
that Herodoteian Ionic is fifth century Ionic. The evidence 
as to the scheme of inflection of the contracted verbs is so 
complete that those who maintain the genuineness of the readings 
of the ordinary editions must take refuge in the conclusion that 
the historian deliberately resuscitated an entire system of in- 
flection which had passed out of actual speech nearly a century 
before his time. The artificiality of style which adopts obsolete, 
or gives renewed life to obsolescent words is essentially different 
from a prose diction which reproduces a whole scheme of dead 
inflections. Even on the view that Herodotos’ prose, like that 
of Hekataios, was derived immediately from poetry, its inflection 
of the verba pura is not the inflection found in iambic or elegiac 
poetry. I can find no cause for Herodotos’ adoption of Homeric 
inflections in the fact that the elegy of the fifth century shows a 
marked increase, as contrasted with the elegy of Kallinos and 
Mimnermos or that of Tyrtaios and Solon, in respect of the 
appearance of Homeric forms. It might well be asked whether 
there was any tie connecting the elegy with the other Ionic 
prosaists whose MSS. display the same forms as those of Herodotos. 
And it should be noted that in these elegists there is scarcely a 
trace of pseudo-Ionisms, of which the MSS. of Hdt. are full. | 

Though as regards the contraction of -ew verbs the evidence 
points in but one direction, there are several other cases where 
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we are unable to bring into court harmonious testimony to affect 
the evidence of Herodoteian MSS. Here the degree of certainty 
attainable is of necessity reduced, and each case must stand upon 
its own merits. 

Thus where there is a direct conflict between the Herodoteian 
form and that of the inscriptions, as in the case of the specifically 
Ionic x forms (κῶς, κότερος), Archilochos and Simonides of 
Amorgos show that such forms existed in their day. Conversely 
the inscriptions often vouch for the validity of a form in 
Herodotos which is absent from the Ionic poets. 

Where Herodotos has a form which is unattested both by 
inscriptions and lyric poets, its spuriousness is not thereby proven, 
unless it is diametrically opposed to known laws of Greek 
morphology, and is beyond the recognized influence of analogy. 
Thus ἑωυτῶν may readily be defended. 


93. | 

Though this treatise does not propose to lay down the principles govern- 
ing the construction of a genuine Herodoteian text beyond those already 
stated, it is appropriate in this connection to quote the words of the eminent 
editor Stein in reference to the use of inscriptional testimony :—‘ In the first 
place the extent of these inscriptional texts, including those of late date, and their evidence 
as to language is so fragmentary and scanty, that they can make no reply when questioned 
as to many of the points in doubt. The provenance and the age of these inscriptions are 
quite different, the language in which they are couched, far from uniform (herein agreeing 
with the well-attested division into sub-dialects) and full of all sorts of unevennesses. This 
lack of uniformity is visible in the monuments of one and the same locality and period, 
and often in one and the same inscription. Whether Stein would apply these 
words, written in 1885, to the present corpus of Ionic inscriptions, I am 
unable to say. But since they express a wide-spread view as to the applica- 
bility of the Ionic inscriptions in questions of Herodoteian criticism, it is 
appropriate to state here that it has been found impossible to draw distinct 
lines between sub-dialects of Asiatic Ionic ; that variations from an Ionic 
norm are traceable either in the direction of adventitious Aiolisms or Atti- 
cisms; that the differences in form within the confines of Tonic are differ- 
ences of time, one locality having preserved an ancient form longer than 
another ; and that this ‘lack of uniformity in one and the same inscription’ 
is nothing more than a casual variation in orthography (ταῦτα, ταῦτα). It is 
difficult to discover an actual contradiction upon the same inscription, or 
upon inscriptions of the same locality and of the same period’. 


The Dialect of Hippokrates. 


94.| There is no satisfactory treatise on the dialect of the 
Hippokratic and pseudo-Hippocratic treatises. Observations 
more or less fragmentary will be found in :— 


Cf. Fritsch V. ὃ. H. p. 4. 
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GompeErz : Die Apologie der Heilkunst, 1890. 

ItBere : Studia Pseudippocratea 1883, p. 32 ff.; and Zur Ueberlieferung des hippo- 
kratischen Corpus, R. M. XLII 436, 1889. 

KUEHLEWEIN : Observationes de usu particularum in libris qui vulgo Hippocratis nomine 
circumyferuntur, 1870. Die Textesueberlieferung der angeblich hippokratischen Schrift 
ueber-die alte Heilkunde in Hermes XXII 179-193, 1887. 

LinpEMAnn : De dialecto Ionica recentiore, 1889. 

Lirrre : in his edition, vol. I 479 ff., 1839. 

C. ἘΞ Loprck : Bettraege zwr Kenniniss des Dialekts des ΗΠ. in Philologus, vol. VIII 
19 ff., 1853 (on the genitive plural of ἃ stems). 

RENNER: De dialecto antiquioris Graecorum poesis elegiacae et. iambicae, in Curtius’ 
Studien I 1, 133 ff., I 2, 1 ff. 1868. 


95.| Though a native of the island of Kos and hence of Dorie 
stock 1, Hippokrates adopted the dialect which had been handed 
down as the recognized instrument of scientific thought. It 
was in Ionic that the speculations of Parmenides, Anaxagoras, 
Demokritos (the inferior of Aristotle alone in his encyclopaedic 
grasp of science), Melissos, and Diogenes of Apollonia found 
expression. But apart from the despotism exercised by literary 
tradition, it should not be forgotten that the Dorians had not 
wrought out a literature of their own in the middle of the 
fifth century. A Dorian prose scarcely existed. Furthermore 
upon Kos itself the influence of the neighbouring Ionic speech 
may have made itself felt as early as the time of Hippokrates. 
In the third century at least we find adventitious Ionisms in the 
dialect of the island 3. ‘ 

The dialect of Hippokrates did not receive any very wide- 
spread attention in ancient times. Gregory of Corinth rarely 
cites πὶ ὃ, Some of the lesser commentators commented upon 


1 Ailian, V. H. IV 20: λέγουσι δὲ Δωριέα ὄντα τὸν ‘Imm. GAN οὖν Kal τοῦ 
Δημοκρίτου χάριν τῇ ᾿Ιάδι φωνῇ συγγράψαι τὰ συγγράμματα. This was making a 
virtue of necessity. A letter of the pseudo-Hippokr. says: τῷ γένει μὲν οὖν 
ἐστὶ Δωριεύς, πόλεως δὲ Κῶ. 

* [ἀπο]δεξάντω in No. 260 of Newton’s Ancient Greek Inscriptions in the British 
Museum: κυέοσα J. H. S. IX 334, 1. 56, 61 (κυεῦσα p. 327, 1.2). See Bechtel 
Gott. Nachr. 18y0, p. 31 ff. On the similarity of the Koan dialect of Hippo- 
krates to Asiatic Greek in the use of certain words, cf. Galen XVII A 929, 
XVIII A 438, 469 (σῆτες), also XV 554, XVIII B 590. Naturally the forger 
of the response of the Koans to Artaxerxes did not scruple to put Ionic in 
the mouth of a Doric speaking people. In a late epigram from Kos (first or 
second century A.D. according to Kaibel Epigr. No. 202) we find ἰατρῶν of the 
vulgar dialect in the first part of the inscription. In the last part (eis ἑαυτόν) 
the physician Melanthios, of Kos, is called ἰητῆρα. ᾿Αἴδας, in 1. 3, is due toa 
Doric stone cutter. In Kaibel 254 from Paphos, third or fourth century B.c., 
we find Dorie forms. Doric forms are not infrequent upon late epigrams in 
relation to medical matters. As a rule, however, Ionic was the dialect appro- 
priate to the commemoration of physician or poet. On the other hand the 
form ἀρετά shows that there existed a tendency to emphasize this conception 
as Doric, 

5. ὡρέων, τῇσι χρονίῃσι λειεντερίῃσιν ... σημεῖον, φθίσιο5, τάμνειν are quoted 
by Gregory. 


.- 
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the Hippokratic use of words, in researches devoted more par- 
ticularly to the investigation of his vocabulary’. Galen is, so 
far as we know, the only ancient who devoted himself to the 
study of the dialect of Hippokrates, having written a special 
treatise? containing in part his views upon the subject. Though 
Galen was doubtless no critical dialectologist, the loss of this 
tractate is greatly to be deplored, for Galen knew of readings in 
the possession of the ancient commentators*; he sometimes calls 
attention to the fact that Sabinius and Rufus*, who on his view 
was a conservative critic, mention the oldest readings; and 
is himself acquainted with MS. tradition antedating his own 
period by three or four hundred years®. As a compensation for 
the loss of this dialectological study we have side-lights thrown 
out in the course of the commentary, most of which are 
illustrative of the indifference displayed by his predecessors ὃ 
and contemporaries to the general form of the dialect of the 
great Asklepiad. 

Galen says that some write ὅσῃσι, others ὁκόσῃσι, others 
ὁπόσῃσι with π᾿ instead of x, which is the procedure of Capito in 
all similar cases. Then, as if to belie that philological zeal 
which incited him to an investigation of the dialect of Hippo- 
krates, he adds that it makes no difference to science which 
spelling one may adopt, that he had devoted himself to showing 
up only those lapses in form which were destructive of the 
sense; and as for those changes which were merely verbal, he 
bids every one write as he pleases’. Galen was himself not 
above giving credence to hyper-lonic formations, as is shown in 
$116. 

It has been widely held, and last of all by Christ, in his 
History of Greek Literature, that some at least of the Atticisms of 
Hippokrates are due to the influence exercised by the editions of 
Dioskorides and Artemidorus Capito under Hadrian. The latter 


1 Bacchios in his Λέξεις noticed that ποταίνια in Ionic denoted everything 
given for food or drink. The first glossator of Hippokrates, Xenokritos, 
a compatriot of the physician, called attention to the fact that the locution 
ἀλλοφάσσω (Progn. 44) referred, not to language, but to intelligence (delirium). 

* ἐνίων μὲν γραφόντων “ἔχρην τὸν ἰητρόν,᾽ ἐνίων δὲ χωρὶς τοῦ κατ᾽ ἀρχὴν ε “χρῆν 
τὸν ἰητρόν. ἔστι γὰρ ἀμέλει καὶ τοῦτο σύνηθες τοῖς ᾿Αττικοῖς, ὧν τῇ διαλέκτῳ 
χρῆται κατά τι καὶ ὃ Ἵππ., ὡς ἀποφήνασθαί τινας αὐτὴν ἀρχαίαν ᾿Ατθίδα. ἐμοὶ δὲ 
καθ᾽ ἕτερον ἰδίᾳ γράμμα μικρὸν ἃ φρονῶ περὶ τῆς ‘Imm. διαλέκτου δεδήλωται, XVIII 
B 322. There is no period of Old Attic which presents a dialect like that of 
Hippokrates. 

* Cf. XVII A 1005. 

* Of Rufus he says: ἀνὴρ φυλάσσειν... del πειρώμενος τὰς παλαιὰς γραφάς: cf. 
XVI 474, 636. 

5 XV 21-22 (Peripatetics), XVIII B 630. 

6 Rufus and Sabinius, XVI 474, XV 22, XVIII B 631. 

7 XVII A 798; ef. also XVI 474. 
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edition is censured by Galen as deliberately setting aside the 
ancient readings. The recent researches of [berg have, however, 
shown that these Atticizing editions have left no trace of their 
influence upon the vulgate. Whatever the source of the Atti- 
cisms which have supplanted the Ionic element in the Hippokratie 
corpus, their presence testifies to a deterioration of the dialecto- 
logical conscience of early transcribers and editors. 

As if there were not already sufficient provocation for Atti- 
cizing texts, whose subject-matter, not whose external form, had 
ensured their renown, an additional reason for the displacement 
of the original Jonic may have been found by the ancients in 
the belief to which Galen gives expression when he states that 
Hippokrates made use of the Attic dialect up to a certain 
point. Some even regarded his dialect as the ἀρχαία ’Ardis. 
The existence of such an opinion in scientific circles only added 
ae to the movement which obscured the original form of the 

ialect. 


96.| A thoroughgoing examination of the dialect of Hippo- 
krates is not attempted in this work, for the reason that the 
avenues of approach are barred by the uncritical character of 
our editions. Though Littré has the honour of recognizing 
for the first time the value of the Paris codex 2253 (4) of the 
eleventh or, as [berg thinks, of the tenth century, he did not 
make it the sole basis for his text. He merely utilized its readings 
for the correction of the vulgate of the more recent MSS. and 
of the edition by Cornarius. The edition of Ermerins, though 
adhering more closely to 4 than that of Littré, labours under 
the disadvantage of having had recourse only spasmodically to 
the Marcianus (17 of the eleventh century). The projected edition 
of Ilberg and Kuehlewein will be based upon a more careful 
examination of “ and θ (the Vienna MS. of the tenth century), 
upon a collation of M, the Vaticanus 276, and several Paris 
codices (17, D, H, F, J), and upon researches in the indifferently 
edited or still unpublished treatises of Galen 1. , 

Until this edition appears I deem it unadvisable to venture 
upon so elaborate a study of Hippokrates’ dialect as has. been 
thought proper in the case of Herodotos, where full and exact 
MS. testimony is in our hands. The Ionic forms as found in 4 
have nevertheless been given with some detail, especially in respect 
of the contract verbs in -ew and other crucial points. So far as 
I have followed the recent researches into the history of the 
transmission of the Hippokratic text, I conclude that it will be 

1 Tlberg has already shown, upon the basis of a collation of some Venetian 


MSS., that the text of Hippokrates in the hands of Galen was less dissimilar 
to the best traditional text than scholars are wont to imagine, 
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unlikely that a complete collation of MW will necessitate other 
readings of the Ionisms than those found in 4 and θ. It must be 
borne in mind throughout that even 4 is not free from the 
constantly recurring inconsistencies presented by the recentzores, 
of whose variants Gomperz says that they are worth not a whit 
more than a series of modern conjectures. Like 77, A contains 
not only a very considerable number of Atticisms which have 
obscured the original Ionisms, but also many pseudo-Ionisms, 
such as the open ee in forms of the -ew verbs, where 4 and WM 
are often no better than the recentiores. The Vienna MS. 9 
often adopts the contracted, where the recentiores have the open, 
forms; A has even such hyper-Ionic forms as αὐτέῳ, τουτέῳ, 
though much less frequently than the inferior MSS." 


97. | 

Ilberg has shown (R. Μ. XLII 443) that @ and A agree in opposition to 
most of the other MSS. in the following cases: νόσημα but νοῦσος ; often ὅταν, 
ὁπόταν, ὁπότε, ὅθεν &e., together with the x forms; αὖτις and αὖθις ; πυριᾶν, 
διαιτᾶσθαι Where the Vulgate has πυριῆν, διαιτῆσθαι (διαιτεῖσθαι) ; χρῆσθαι has 
contracted forms generally; often κεῖται not κέεται ; ἰδεῖν not ἰδέειν ; ἀρκεῖ, 
δυσσεβεῖν, κρατῇ, καλοῦσι ; ἀσθενῆ, ξυνεχῶς ; -o1s and -as in dat. plural. 


98.| The mint-marks of the Hippokratic dialect are not 
confined to the genuine writings, but are spread over the entire 
Hippokratie corpus. The criterion of dialect does not enable 
us to detect traces of spuriousness, nor does it display any 
considerable diminution in the amount of Ionisms in those 
treatises which diplomatic criticism has referred to the period 
following that of the founder of Greek medicine. Since several 
of these treatises are contemporaneous with, or slightly older 
than, Ktesias or Aristotle, it is idle to expect any thorough- 
going difference in the use of Ionic forms between these later 
treatises and those proceeding directly from Hippokrates himself. 


99.| The chief mint-marks of Hippokrates’ Ionism are as 
follows :— 

1. Vowels. 
ei for ἃ after ε, t, p, as in νεηνίσκος, καρδίη, intpds, πρηΐς, 
ἄκρητος. Σ 

ε for εἰ in ἐς, ἔσω. 

ov for o in μοῦνος, νοῦσος (but vocéw); οὔνομα is not to 
be adopted, though frequently occurring in the MSS. 

w and not av in τρῶμα. 

ὧν has generally been displaced in favour of Attic οὖν. 

wv for av in ἑωυτοῦ. 


* See below, § 116. 
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tis expelled in ἀεί. The εἰ forms in πλεῖον, &ec., outweigh, 
as in Herodotos, those without the .. 

nt for εἰ in suffixes is extremely rare. σημήϊον is claimed as 
a certain case of ni. 

o+7 15 uncontracted (as in Herodotos) in βοηθέω. In De 
Arte, νοῆσαι occurs despite the νω- form in Herodotos, Theognis, 
and, according to Philodemos in Demokritos. 

In the forms of the -ew verbs, the recentiores have almost 
invariably the open forms which appear to a very considerable 
extent in 4 and 77. 0 often has the contracted forms where the 
recentiores adopt ee, ec. Littré holds to the non-contraction, 
while admitting the presence of εὖ in present and participle. 
Second aorists such as ἰδέειν have gained a position in the MSS. 
Adjectives in -vs have open ce (ὀξέες, πρηέες), adverbs in -ews 
are uncontracted ; 7p is more frequently attested than ἔαρ. 

2. Consonants. 

Littré decides in favour of the x forms in ὁκοῖος, &c.; 
while Gomperz (Apologie der Heilkunst p. 87) holds that the 
interrelation of 4A and the recentiores, notably in the case of 
De Flatibus and De Natura Hom., makes for the conclusion that 
the x forms were smuggled in through a belief that the 7 forms 
were not Ionic. Cf. Galen X VIII B 669. 

In respect of the adoption of ξύν or ovr, Littré argues in 
favour of the former, Gomperz in favour of the latter form. 
The recentiores prefer the Attic form, A has both with a 
preference for σύν, which is the only genuine Ionic form. 

Traces of Ionic Ψψίλωσις are rare, having been obliterated 
by conjecture at an early period. Gomperz restores ἀπ᾿ ὄτεων 
in Il 74, ef. De Natura Hominis 2 (VI 34), De Flatibus 
(VI 98). αὖτις is found De Matibus (VI 92), μετεωῦτοῦ in M 
(VI 114), ἀπικνέεται De Sacro Morbo 16 (VI 390), ἐπόδοισι in 
De Diaeta A 32 (VI 508), ἀπίκηται in H in De Morbis τ (VII 8), 
ὠυτός De Carnibus (VIII 588). 

3. Declension. ν 

The genitive plural of the A declension ends in -εων, the 
dative plural in -ἢσι or sometimes in -αἰσι ; in the O declension 
τοισι, but τοῖς according to Littré. Most of the cases of -οις 
occur before a vowel. The cota stems preserve the zo/a throughout. 
Neuters in -os and -ns have uncontracted εο, ea, ew. In respect 
of the variation between εἰ and εἴ in the MSS., the former is to 
be adopted, 

4. Conjugation. 

On -ew verbs, see under 1. The participle of εἰμί is always 
ἐών. -εαται appears in the perfect (εἰρέαται for εἴρηνται) and 
-otato in the optative (γενοίατο for γένοιντο). 

For other features, see § 97. 
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100.] The attitude of scholars towards the question of the 
original dialect of Hippokrates has been far from uniform. 
Heringa, holding that Herodoteian usage was that of Hippokrates, 
demanded that the texts of both Herodotos and Hippokrates 
should be so emended as to present the picture of one and the 
same dialect. Koraés recognised the desirability of assimilating 
Hippokratic to Herodoteian usage, though at the same time 
he adopted Homeric! and other forms. Struve first called 
attention to the existence of differences between the language 
of Herodotos and Hippokrates. Light of these differences, as 
formulated by Littré (together with the testimony of the 
pseudo-Ionists which I have added), are as follows :— 


1. δέκομαι in Hdt. Luk. (Arr. doubtful) = δέχομαι Hipp. Aret. 

2. Hdt. and imitators frequently show traces of the Ionic 
ψίλωσις (ἀπικνέομαι, οὐκ οἷος); neither Hipp. nor his imitators 
follow Herodoteian usage herein. 

3. ἱερός and tpds in Hdt. Luk. Arr. = ἱερός Hipp. Aret. 

4. θῶμα Hdt. Arr. = θαῦμα Hipp. 

5. ἀπόδεξις Hdt. = ἀπόδειξις Hipp. The words are in reality 
from different roots. 

6. σύν Hdt. and imitators = ξύν Hipp. and imitators, 

7. -ni- in Hdt. and imitators occurs far more frequently than 
in Hipp. The imitators of Hipp. follow their model herein. 

8. The demonstrative pronoun (article) is used by Hdt. in 
place of the pure relative. Hipp. and imitators adopt the 
Attic usage. Lukian has many exceptions to the Herodoteian 
use. 

In addition to these marks of divergence we may add the 
following :— 

9. μέγαθος Hdt. and imit. = μέγεθος Hipp. and Aretaios. 

10. πολλός Hdt. and imit. = πουλύς or πολύς Hipp. and 
Aretaios. Hdt. has but few cases of πολύς. 

11. Hdt. and his imitators have ἐνεικ-, Hipp. and Aretaios 
ἐνεγκ-. 

12. Hdt. has ἔρσην, Hipp. (Lukian and Arrian) have ἄρσην. 

13. Hdt. has dppwdém, Aretaios (and Lukian) have ὀρρωδέω. 

14. Hdt. ὧν (Luk. Arrian), Hipp. οὖν, Aret. both. 

The Hippokratic Ionic® is, if these differences are valid, 
a much milder form of the dialect than that used either by the 
iambographers or historians, that is, a dialect which is essentially 


1 That Hippokrates is often in touch with Homer affords no support for 
this view: cf. for example, ἐπὴν τὸ ἕλκος ἀλθαίνηται With © 405 (Leaf). 

? According to Littré θωῦμα was the preferable reading. But cf. 88 205, 258. 
Lukian inclines to θωῦμα. 

5. Under the head of word formation it may be noted that Hdt. has far 
fewer cases of -yets, -oeis than Hippokrates. 
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Ionic but admits numerous Attic forms. A parallel picture is 
presented by those inscriptions from Ionic territory which have 
adopted some Attic forms. 

101.] Basing his position upon the fact that the dialect of 
the treatises current: under the name of Hippokrates, but not 
emanating from the master himself, is practically the same as 
that of those free from all suspicion of spuriousness, Gomperz ὦ 
argues that, of the eight marks of differentiation between the 
Mippokratie and the Herodoteian dialect, six can be shown not 
to exist, that in the case of -i- and -εἰ- the difference is gradual, 
as it is in that of ξύν and σύν; and that in one point only— 
Hippokratic δέχομαι, Herodoteian déxouar—is Littré substantially 
correct. Of the six additional marks of difference brought forward 
Gomperz is ignorant, as was Littré. 

In his attack upon Littré’s position, which has been conceded 
by later scholars (though doubtless without personal examination 
of the question), Gomperz admits that the presence of an isolated 
Herodoteian Jonism, even though it has been obscured in the 
course of transmission to the time of our best MSS. (the tenth 
and eleventh centuries), may justify us in holding that originally 
the area of its extension was much wider. Thus in § 11 of 
the tract De Arte he reads ἐπεὶ τί θῶμα" for the ἐπιτίθεται of 
A, in § τὸ he upholds δέδεκται of 77; ἱρός he finds in De Sacro 
Morbo, De Diaeta, and in De Flatibus; in De Diaeta 5 (VI 476) 
τά used as a relative, Ve Prisca Medicina 8 (I 586) τῶν. So in 
regard to the Ionic psi/osis, and the use of ξύν and σύν, of which 
mention has been made above § 99, 2. 


102.| So intricate is the problem of the complexion of the 
Hippokratie dialect and of its place in the history of Ionic, 
that we may well apply to it the words of Hippokrates himself 
- κρίσις χαλεπή. ‘Two of the conclusions reached by Littré 
must not pass unchallenged, though no positive advance toward 
the solution of the main question is gained by their over- 
throw. 

1. The dialect of the undoubtedly spurious writings of Hip- 
pokrates is nearly, if not quite, the same as that of the genuine 
treatises and of those whose spuriousness is still unproven. This 
fact, in Littré’s view, can be understood solely upon the suppo- 
sition that the dialect was a living idiom. The minor variations 
which come to light reflect, he argues, the spoken language ; for 
if the dialect existed solely for literary or scientific purposes, the 
Ionisms of the genuine Hippokrates would have been copied with 


1 Apologie der Heilkunst, 1890, p. 82. 
2 This form is generally adopted by editors of Hat. 
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rigorous precision by his successors, none of whom is later than 
the age of Aristotle!, These minor variations, it should be noted, 
are almost invariably in the direction of the adoption of the Attic 
forms. 

2. This actual dialect made use of by Hippokrates and his 
successors was one of the four sub-dialects of Ionic recognised 
by Herodotos, a sub-dialect in fact closely allied to Old Attic ’. 
One of these sub-dialects was according to Littré the ‘pure’ 
Tonic of Hekataios, another, the ‘ variegated,’ that of Herodotos, 
the third, that of Hippokrates. 

It is evident that the overthrow of the second does not carry 
with it the abandonment of the first proposition. 

In answer to these hypotheses of Littré, I hold that it nowise 
follows in the first instance that, because the successors of 
Hippokrates, his sons, his sons-in-law ὃ or other upholders of his 
school, made use of the same dialect, this dialect was a living 
idiom intact till the age of Aristotle*. If literary tradition 
enforced in the fifth century the writing in Ionic by those who 
were not of Ionic stock, for example, Diogenes of Apollonia ; 
if literary imitation at a much later date among the pseudo- 
Tonizers enforced a reproduction of Hippokratie Ionic; if the 
‘minor variations’? make more and more in the direction of 
Attic, which by the year 400 had largely checked the production 
of Ionic literature and in the middle of the fourth century 
rendered impossible all creativeness in Ionic: it is, in view 
of these considerations, well-nigh incredible that a sub-dialect 
should have lived on, a Sprachinsel untouched by the waves 
which in the fourth century washed away so many of the 
landmarks of Ionic speech. 

Littré’s comparison of Ktesias® with Hippokrates, on the 
ground that both admit only a partial Ionism, is vicious. The 
language of Ktesias is not that of a living sub-dialect. 

Still more destructive to the conclusions of Littré is the 
impossibility of localizing this sub-dialect of the Asklepiads. 
In the island of Kos, despite occasional Ionic ingressions, Dorie 


1 This terminus ante quem may readily be disputed. 

* Herein Littré follows in the wake of certain unknown ancient students 
of the Hippokratic diction ; cf. § 95. 

5. Aristotle quotes the περὶ φύσιος ἀνθρώπου under the name of Polybos, 
Hippokrates’ son-in-law. 

* Hoc veri simillimum videbitur originem collectionis consideranti, non conscriptam 
eam futsse dialecto prorsus eadem, sed eos sequiorum temporum medicos, qui H. sibi pro- 
posuissent imitandum, non semper exemplar assecutos formas adhibuisse interdum, quas 
aut apud alios Iadis scriptores legissent aut Lonicas esse falso sibi persuassisent, qua re 
concessum esset fortasse, temporum nist nocuisset invidia, ut non solum scripta vere Hip- 
pocratea multa facilius secerneremus a spurtis, verum etiam pseudepigraphorum auctores 
diversos dignosceremus ; Ilberg, Pseudippocr. p. 33. 

ὃ Ktesias used fewer Ionisms in his Persika than in his Indika; see § 79. 
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held its ground at least to the second century B.c. Hippokrates’ 
dialect shows no trace of the Doric of his native speech. 

It is of course no wonder that Littré failed to find the fourth 
sub-dialect of Herodotos’ quadrilateral division. The Herodoteian 
sub-dialects are neither artificial variations of a ‘normal’ Ionic 
constructed for the purpose of giving diversity to literary 
expression, nor are they living sub-dialects ennobled and trans- 
figured by Hekataios, Herodotos and Hippokrates. The appli- 
cation by the ancients of the term ‘unmixed’ Ionic to the 
dialect of both Hekataios and Hippokrates cannot be tortured 
into a proof of the existence of two sub-dialects. The phonetics 
and inflections of Hekataios are practically identical with those 
of Hippokrates (except the Atticisms referred to ᾧ 100), as they 
are with those of Herodotos. If ‘pure’ Ionic, on the ancients’ 
view, referred to matters of sound and inflection, and these 
Atticisms are a genuine survival of Hippokratie usage, it is 
difficult to discover how the dialects of Hekataios and Hippo- 
krates are both ‘pure,’ in opposition to Herodotos’ ‘mixed’ 
Tonic. And if these Atticisms should ultimately prove to be 
adventitious (as the epithet ‘pure’ Ionic does not prove them 
to be), we can then discover in the MSS. no difference between 
the dialects of the three prosaists so far as morphology is 
concerned. The close interrelation between the dialects of 
Hekataios, Herodotos and Hippokrates makes for the conclusion 
reached above § 79, that the terms ‘mixed’ and ‘pure’ Ionic 
refer to stylistic differences, and that, emanating from the later 
rhetorical study of Ionic prose, they are useless as guides in the 
search for actual dialectal differentiation. 


103.] On the basis of an actual count of occurrences of the 
forms in question, there is in the Hippokratic MSS. a not 
inconsiderable number of phenomena of Attic rather than Ionic 
mould. That the list given in § 100 is to be reduced on the 
lines of attack followed by Gomperz is not probable, despite 
the temptation to assimilate the Hippokratic to the Herodoteian 
dialect, and thus establish one literary dialect of Ionic, varying 
widely as to style but essentially the same in matters of phonetics 
and inflections. I do not think the existence of Attic element 
can be said to be imperilled until the following questions are 
decided :— 

1. Is the presence of an isolated Ionism in the best MSS., 
or even in the recentiores, to be accounted for as a chance survival 
of an original wider extension, or as a form that has been 
smuggled in under the cover of a mistaken attempt to restore 
the original ? 

2. Does the entire absence of an Ionic form in 4 or M in 


- 
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the case of a pseudo-Hippokratic treatise indicate that it was 
not Hippokratic, when this Ionic form occurs to any extent 
whatsoever in the same MSS. of a genuine treatise ? 

3. Is the critical principle to be applied in the case of the 
genuine, different from that to be applied in the case of the 
spurious, treatises ? 


Pseudo-Ionism. 


ALLInson, Pseudo-Ionism in the Second Century, A.D., A. J. P. VII 203, 1886. 
Liypemann, De dialecto Ionica recentiore, 1889. 


104.] The conflict between the Asianic and the Attic rhetoric 
in the first century before Christ not only led to a purification 
of contemporary ideals of style, but drew attention to the charm 
and grace of the history of Herodotos, whose fame, already 
imperilled in the fourth century, had suffered eclipse on the 
advent of that tasteless artificiality which dominated the period 
intervening between the death of Aristotle and the appearance of 
Dionysios of Halikarnassos. In calling Herodotos the ‘ best canon’ 
of Ionic Dionysios at once represented the clarified stylistic sense 
of his age, and lent an impetus to that appreciative study of the 
historian which bore its own peculiar and engrafted fruit in the 
Hadrianic period. 

The first tokens of the revival of interest in Jonic are, in 
general, synchronous with the regeneration of Aiolic. The 
literature of the declining days of the Roman Republic led 
the way to a deeper study of the style and linguistic apparatus 
of the two dialects in which were preserved some of the most 
splendid achievements of Greek genius, dialects whose actual life 
was now tarnished and outworn. ‘The Sophistic Renascence 
under Hadrian presupposes the existence of the pseudo-Ionic 
movement, which, having won for itself a recognised place in 
the literature of the early Empire, advanced with such rapid 
strides that writing in Ionic became a reproach by the time 
of Lukian!; who was, however, not above displaying his talents 
at the occupation he vilipended. 


105.| The date of the first traces of the Ionic Revival and the 
aspect presented by the rehabilitated dialect are matters of no 


1 An interesting statement in reference to the Ionic of the doctors is found 
in πῶς δεῖ ior. συγγρ. 16: (τοῦτο ἠτιασάμην αὐτοῦ), ὅτι ἀρξάμενος ἐν TH Idd 
γράφειν οὐκ οἶδ᾽ ὅ τι δόξαν αὐτίκα μάλα ἐπὶ τὴν κοινὴν μετῆλθεν, ἰητρείην μὲν λέγων 
καὶ πείρην καὶ ὁκόσα καὶ νοῦσοι, τὰ δ᾽ ἄλλα ὁμοδίαιτα τοῖς πολλοῖς καὶ τὰ πλεῖστα 
οἷα ἐκ tpiddov. Late epigrams upon inscriptions confirm the judgment of 
Lukian in selecting νοῦσος and intpelny as sample words. 
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little uncertainty. Nikander’s imitations of the logographers 
are lost, otherwise we might gain an insight into the complexion 
of Ionic prose in the period of Attalos III. Whether the 
Xanthian Menekrates, quoted by Dionysios of Halikarnassos, 
was a predecessor or contemporary of the rhetorician, I have been 
unable to’determine. Of the pseudo-Herakleiteian letters, which 
contain a slight admixture of Jonism, some at least (the eighth 
and ninth) may be referred to the closing years of the first century 
before Christ, though the remainder belong to the following 
century’. Whether the Periplous of Menippos (under Augustus) 
was written in Ionic is uncertain. In this period of Ionic 
writing hyper-Ionisms do not occur. The open forms εε and 
ee. In -ew verbs do not come to light in Dionysios, who has -εο- 
side by side with -e-. Significant for the date of medical 
Jonism is the fact that of all the epigrams containing laudations 
of successful treatment of disease, &e., scarcely one that is 
tinged with such Ionisms as νοῦσος, ἰητήρ is antecedent to the 
time of Christ. 


106.] The character of certain portions of the inflectional 
system of the old Ionic prose writers as found in the MSS. is due, 
in part, to the gradual divorcement of the traditional from the 
original form incidental to the transmission through centuries of 
dialect texts, and partly to a μεταχαρακτηρισμός which has left 
distinct traces of its existence in the peculiar complexion assumed 
by Ionic under the hands of Lukian, Arrian, Aretaios, and their 
contemporaries and successors. 

The term μεταχαρακτηρισμός, as applied to certain mutations 
of form undergone by words upon passing from the orthography 
of the Attic to that of the Ionic alphabet, does not concern us 
here. The Ionic poets? (perhaps some of the elegists and lyrists 
not of Ionic birth), Hekataios, Herodotos and Hippokrates? 
made use of the Ionic alphabet, doubtless in its Milesian form *. 
All Ionic literature was in fact free from the possibility of the 
depravation which threatened to impair the purity of that of 
Attika in its passage from the old to the new alphabet ὅ. 


1 See Bernays’ Die pseudo-heraklitischen Briefe, Pfeiderer, R. M. XLII 153, 
Bywater p. vii. 

2 Mimnermos may have made use of the signs H and Q to represent 
δ and δ. 

3 The distinction between the Ionic alphabet of the islands and Euboia, 
and that of the Asiatic mainland is of no importance as regards the trans- 
mission of early Ionic literature. 

‘In his commentary on the κατ᾽ inrpetov, when speaking of the old 
alphabet (II 23), Galen does not cite any example of MS. corruption due to 
this species of μεταχαρακτηρισμός. 

5 On this point, see Wilamowitz-Moellendorff’s chapter on the peraypaypd- 
μενοι in his Homerische Untersuchungen. 
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There is, however, another species of μεταχαρακτηρισμός which is 
less a transformation of the isolated word than of the entire 
dialectal spirit. It proceeds on two lines: (1) either in the 
direction of the Atticizing of the dialect texts, a fact patent to 
every student of Greek dialectal literature, and of itself probable 
enough, since to a later age the matter, not the form, was of 
supreme interest. This is vouched for as regards Hippokrates 
by Galen himself. The Athenians were accustomed at a very 
early period to have a copy in Attic, sometimes on the same 
stone, of a document in another dialect. For example, the 
stelé of Sigeion. The Atticizing of dialect authors in the form 
of paraphrases which we meet in Plato, Aristotle, Theophrastos 
and others, was precedent enough for the later generations of 
a people whose standard in matters of quotation was not so 
exacting as that of modern times. This Atticization is not 
confined to those authors who quote a passage merely for the 
sake of the matter it contains. It attacks professed scientific 
treatises or grammatical commentaries’. A ὧδέ πως did not 
disturb the ancient conscience. 

(2) This μεταχαρακτηρισμός proceeded in the direction of the 
substitution of forms of the same dialect in the light of contem- 
poraneous dialectological theories. Thus in Bechtel’s collection, 
No. 108 B, we find an attempt at renewing the dialect of an 
Tonic inscription (108 A) at least five hundred years older. The 
texts of Homer, Alkman?, Korinna, Pindar, Epicharmos and 
others bear testimony to the activity of the modernizing pera- 
γραψάμενοι. This second kind of μεταχαρακτηρισμός leads either 
to the substitution of forms of a much later, for those of an 
earlier, date (as witness σιός in Alkman, οὐμές, κή in Korinna) 
or to the reverse process, which imparts an archaic colouring to 
texts which were originally composed in the dialect of the 
writer’s own time. 

The investigation of the vagaries of the MSS. of early Ionic 
prosaists affords ample evidence that this second type of pera- 
χαρακτηρισμός has left its impress upon the transmission of the 
texts of the logographers, of Herodotos and Hippokrates, as 
well as upon those of some of the monuments of Ionic poetry. 
The Ionic of these texts has either been Atticized outright, or 
it has been transformed in a greater or less degree under the 
influence of grammarians’ speculation and copyists’ ignorance. 


* The schol. Ven. A is sometimes guilty of Atticizing, e.g. on IX 7, where 
ἔθνους is quoted as Herodoteian. The Ionic contributors to the Geoponika, 
prepared by Cassianus Bassus at the command of Constantinus Porphyro- 
genitus, all appeared in Attic dress. 

* A text of Alkman in a Late Lakonian form must have been the only 
avenue of approach to the study of the poet. 
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The study of this μεταχαρακτηρισμός points in the direction of 
the view that it had its commencement probably in the first 
century before Christ and that its influence grew apace, until 
after the third century it resulted in producing a chasm between 
what was genuine Ionic and that which was thought to be Ionic 
by successive generations till the sixth century a.p. Finally, 
when the depravation from the hand of antiquity had done its 
work, the last blow to the text of Herodotos was dealt by the 
Aldine edition, which gave the widest scope to hyper-Ionisms. 
The result was that, as some one has said, the History of Herodotos 
Is as perverse a mixture as a compound of Middle High German 
and Low German, created by a New High German writer. 


107.| The writers of the Empire, and chiefly those of the age 
of Hadrian, received the full shock of that wave of speculation 
concerning’ the original form of the Herodoteian and Hippokratie 
dialect which was set in motion by the revival of interest in 
Tonic and its monuments. The pseudo-Ionists, whether they 
wrote entirely in- Ionic or merely applied enough of Ionic colour 
to indicate their sympathy with the literary canons of the day, 
intended that their reproductions of the language of Herodotos 
or of Hippokrates should conform to the dialect of their 
exemplars. But from the point of view of higher criticism 
many of the pseudo-Jonisms of Lukian, Arrian and Aretaios 
are on a different footing from the identical forms adopted in 
Stein’s or Holder’s text. In the one case they are the result of 
a generous impulse to reproduce what was deemed Herodoteian 
or Hippokratic ; in the other, they never existed in the original 
text of Herodotos or Hippokrates, but are the result of μετα- 
χαρακτηρισμός, the coinage of a period far later than that of the 
historian and physician, and yet about two centuries antecedent 
to Lukian. This fact alone is sufficient to neutralize what little 
value the texts of the pseudo-Ionists might possess in the 
attempt to reorganize the disordered monuments of early Ionic 
prose. Struve saw long ago that recourse to Lukian and Arrian 
was unproductive of result for the student of Herodotos’ dialect. 
We might almost say that the Ionisms of the pseudo-Ionic 
literature, so far from enhancing, tend rather to obscure our 
knowledge of the Ionic of the fifth century B. c. 


108.| The endeavour, which we observe in the pseudo-Ionists, 
to present a correct picture of Herodoteian Ionism failed because of 
the uncertainty attendant upon the reconstruction of a dialect 
which had been corrupted by the turbid current of tradition, 
The Homeric Ionisms in Lukian and Arrian attest the fact of 
a confusion, persistent in the MSS. of Herodotos, between two 
species of Ionic widely separated in point of time ; and the presence 
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of hyper-Ionic malformation is evidence that the Tonism of the 
Hadrianic age rests wpon an insecure speculation as to the original 
form of the literary Ionic of the fifth century. This speculation 
vented itself in such forms as masculine and neuter τουτέων, αὐτέων, 
τουτέου, ἑωυτέου, αὐτέῳ, τουτέοισιν (Lukian and Aretaios), ὡυτέου, 
ὡυτέοισιν, ὡυτή, ὡυτά, ἣ ὡυτή, ἡ ὠυτή, ἣ ἑωυτή, ταυτέης, αὐτέη 
(Aretaios), δεσπότεα, μηνέων (Lukian), ἡμερέῃ (Abydenos), μοίρη, 
θηλέην (Lukian), βαθέη (Arrian). ee 
In these forms the essential feature is either the misapplication 
of the specifically Ionic diphthong wv, or the insertion of an ε 
before a vowel or diphthong with which it is not contracted, 
a characteristic of hyper-Ionism which at times outdoes that 
of the most lax MSS. of Herodotos. A feminine τουτέων was 
correct enough, but, its origin being misunderstood, the pera- 
γραψάμενοι conceived the erroneous notion that this ε, which 
in this case distinguished the Ionic from the Attic form, was 
a special peculiarity of the dialect which had gradually been 
abandoned. Hence they not only inserted an ε in αὐτέῳ, in 
ῥινέων, &e., which are purely hyper-Ionic forms, but they 
demanded the visible presence of an ε in -ees, -ee1, -εεσθαι, 
&e., which are anachronistic, though not historically impossible. 
Uncontracted forms were the shibboleth of the pseudo-Ionic 
sciolists who gave to Herodotos the form which served Arrian 
and Lukian for purposes of imitation. Their cardinal error 
was the foisting of such forms upon the MSS. of Herodotos, 
Hippokrates and other early Ionians. Confused by an inability 
to distinguish between Homeric and the Later Ionic; ignorant 
of the fact that some vocalic combinations normally remained 
uncontracted, while others had suffered contraction by the fifth 
century; unable to recognize the phonetic value of the con- 
junction of certain vowels which, though written apart, had 
nevertheless been fused as early as the seventh century, the pera- 
γραψάμενοι reached the conclusion that vowels of the same vocal 
line had the same claim to be kept separated as those of a different 
vocal line. Hence they wrote ee4, en, cer, &c., without com- 
punction. Even ἐνείχεε Hdt. 1118 (in all MSS.) was ventured. It 
is not impossible that the earliest MSS. of Herodotos preserved an 
orthographical system of non-contraction of similar vowels which 
may have descended from the conservative literary circles of the 
fifth century, though in actual speech the contraction actually 
ensued. Be this as it may, the pseudo-Ionists accepted as 
genuine a scheme of inflections that can scarcely be claimed 
to be Herodoteian, and certainly cannot be claimed to be Ionic of 


* In this connection it may be noticed that a Demetrios, not Ixion or 
γονύπεσος, did not scruple to write γενέεσθαι in Z 221, 
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the fifth century. The principle once established, and the rage 
after dialect colouring growing apace, ἑωυτέου, ῥινέων, αὐτέῳ, 
and all their kinsmen of monstrous birth, come into existence. 
Some of these hyper-Ionisms that out-Herod Herod are too 
frequent and too well established to be ascribed solely to the 
copyists “of the Middle Ages or of the Renascence, though we 
have actual proof that they are responsible for many a case of 
uncontracted ε and for ni in sigmatic stems. 


One of the hyper-Ionisms that occurs chiefly in the MSS. of Hippokrates 
is ἢ for ἃ in such forms as ἰῆται, ὑποθυμιήσθω, ὁρῆν, where the blunder was 
caused by the stupid comparison of ἰητρός &e. 


List of Pseudo-lonie Writers. 


109.| The fact of having been born in a locality once Ionic 
seems to have had no weight in determining whether a writer 
should adopt Ionic or the κοινή. The Ephesians Rufus and 
Soranos made use of the latter, while the Kappadokian Aretaios 
and the Bithynian Arrian preferred the former. That the 
contiguity to Ionia of the birthplaces of Aretaios and Arrian had, 
as was formerly believed, any influence in determining their 
choice of a vehicle of expression may confidently be denied. 

The subjoined list falls into two divisions, (1) those pseudo- 
Tonists whose date is certain or at least may be determined with 
tolerable accuracy, (2) those whose period is quite unknown, 


110. | Pseudo-Ionists, whose date may be approximately 
fixed :— 

1. Apollonios of Tyana (under Nero and Domitian), of whom 
Philostratos says: ᾿Απολλώνιος δὲ τὰς μὲν διαθήκας Tas ἑαυτοῦ 
τὸν Ιώνιον ἑρμηνεύει τρόπον, ἐπιστολῇ δὲ ἰαστὶ ξυγκειμένῃ οὔπω 
᾿Απολλωνίου προσέτυχον, καίτοι ξυνειλοχὼς αὐτοῦ πλείστας. 

2. Aretaios of Kappadokia is placed by some as early as 
Nero!, while others regard him as belonging to the following 
century. His works περὶ αἰτιῶν καὶ σημείων ὀξέων παθῶν, περὶ 
αἰτιῶν καὶ σημείων χρονίων παθῶν, Χρονίων παθῶν σημειωτικόν 
and ὀξέων νούσων θεραπευτικόν are composed in imitation of 
Hippokrates. They are quoted from the pages of Kihn. 

It is to be noticed that medical writers who lived im the first 
half of the second century 4. Ὁ.» 6. 5. Rufus and Soranos, both of 
Ephesos, wrote in the κοινή. : 


1 That the Ionic fashion had set in by the time of Nero may be learned 
from the fact that Pamphila epitomized Ktesias’ Περσικά. 
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3. Arrian of Nikomedia (under Hadrian): the Ἰνδική alone 
imitates the dialect of Herodotos; it is quoted from the edition 
of Hercher-Eberhard 1. 

4. Under Lukian’s name we have preserved the περὶ ἀστρο- 
λογίης, περὶ Συρίης θεοῦ, and the genuine βίων πρᾶσις, m which 
Pythagoras, Demokritos and Herakleitos converse in Ionic. For 
the study of pseudo-Ionism it is almost a matter of indifference 
whether these first two treatises are supposititious works of 
Lukian or not. For a comparison of the Jonism of the first two 
treatises see Dr. Allinson’s paper in 4. J. P. VII 203 ff. (1886), 
where the conclusion is reached that the Astrology is the work 
of some third-class writer, while the Syrian Goddess may be 
genuine. Christ pronounces against the genuineness of both. 

5. Kephalion (under Hadrian), author of παντοδαπαὶ ἱστορίαι ; 


Miller /. #7. G. ITI 625-631. 


To Foerster’s essay on Polemon I have not had access. There seems no 
evidence that the rhetor used Ionic. 


6. Abydenos, author of a history of Assyria and Media, is 
placed by Miller /. H. G. IV 279 in the second or third century, 
though Kastor made him a contemporary of Apis. The Ionic 
of the fragment of Megasthenes (Miiller No. 9) quoted by 
Eusebios Pr. Hv. TX p. 456 D is due to Abydenos. 

7. Uranios’ Treatise on Arabia, Miller 7. H. G. IV 523, 
belongs to the third century. Frag. 12 has χώρη, ποίην, κοχλίεω, 
but πορφυρῆν and γεωργοῦσι. 

8. Asinius Quadratus (third century), author of a Roman 
history (Χιλιετηρίς, Χιλιαρχία or Χιλιάς) from the foundation of 
the city to 248 a.p. See Miller / H. G. III 659. ‘Traces of 
Tonic are found in frag. 23 (Ἰβήροισι, πολεμέοντες). 

g. Eusebios (fourth century) affected Ionic style in his history, 
beginning with Octavianus and continuing to 283 a.p. The 
two fragments extant—on the siege of Thessalonika—are found 
in Miller 7, H. G. V 21-23. 

10. Of Praxagoras (fourth century) Photios relates that he 
wrote in Ionic a treatise in two books περὶ τῶν ᾿Αθήνησι βασιλευ- 
σάντων, and one in six books εἰς τὸν τῶν Μακεδόνων βασιλέα 
᾿Αλέξανδρον. See Dindorf Hist, Graeci Min. 1 pp. 438-440. No 
fragments of these works are preserved. 

11. Eusebios of Myndos in Karia (fourth century), the neo- 
Platonist. His fragments, preserved in Stobaios, are collected 
in Mullach / P, G. 111 5; 


‘See Boehner de Arriani dicendi genere (in vol. IV of the Acta of the 
Erlangen Seminary) for the relation of Arrian to Herodotos. 
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111.] Pseudo-Ionists of Uncertain Date. In the case of 
several of the authors here mentioned only a minute study of the 
literature of the Hellenistic age can discover whether they may 
be classed as the direct successors of Herodotos, and preservers 
of the continuity of literary tradition, or simply as forerunners 
of the Ionic Revival. 

1. On an inscription’ from Epidauros we find a Dorie epi- 
gram in honour of Philip of Pergamum, the son of Aristeides, an 
historian otherwise unknown to fame. Underneath this epigram 
is placed the following passage in Ionic from his work :— 

᾿Εγὼ παντοίων παθέων καὶ Evvexéos ἀλληλοφονίης ἀνά τε τὴν 
᾿Ασίην καὶ τὴν Εὐρώπην καὶ τὰ Λιβύων ἔθνεα καὶ Νησιωτέων πόλιας 
καθ᾽ ἡμέας γεγενημένων doin χειρὶ τὴν περὶ τῶν καινῶν πρήξεων 
ἱστορίην ἐξήνεγκα ἐς τοὺς “Ἕλληνας, ὅκως καὶ δι’ ἡμέων μανθάνοντες 
ὁκόσα δημοκοπίη καὶ κερδέων ἀμ[ ετρίη] καὶ στάσιες ἐμφύλιοι καὶ 
πιστίων καταλύσεις γεννῶσιν κακά, παρατηρήσει παθέων ἀλλοτρίων, 
ἀπενθή(τους) ποιέωνται τὰς τοῦ βίου διορθώσιας. 

The fragment is interesting in showing a recurrence to Ionic 
as the dialect first employed in historical writing. The pro- 
clamation of Philip as θείας κοίρανον ἱστορίας betokens a late 
origin, From the character of the alphabet the inscription 
cannot well be older than the first century B.c., if indeed it may 
be placed before the birth of Christ. 

2. The author of the /ita Homeri ascribed to Herodotos was, 
strangely enough, placed by Bergk as early as the end of the 
classical period, though § 20 betrays acquaintance with Strabo 
p- 596. Christ holds that none of the Lives of Homer antedate 
the reign of Augustus. The late date finds an additional 
support in the sparse occurrence of Ionisms. Hyper-Ionic 
formations are very rare. 

3. To Philteas, author of the Ναξιακά, are attributed by 
Herakleides of Miletos in Eustath. p. 1885 the hyper-Ionic 
πεποιέανται, γεγενέανται and ἔγεντο. It is at least as probable 
that Herakleides was deceived by pseudo-Ionic texts, as that 
Philteas (who is called Philetas in Eustathios) was guilty of 
such grammatical obliquity. The argumentation by which 
Herakleides introduces these perverse formations is not calculated 
to prejudice us in his favour, Cf. Frye De Heraclidae Milesia 
studiis Homericis Ὁ. 127. 

4. Menekrates the Xanthian, quoted by Dionysios of Halikar- 
nassos I p. 76 (Jacoby) has avin, στρατιῆς, Bin, Aiveins, Aiveleo, 
ἐδόκεον, ἐπολέμεον, ἐγεγόνει, ἐών. 

5. Agathokles the Babylonian, the same as Agathokles of 
Kyzikos, wrote περὶ Ku¢ixov. Cf. Miller , H. G. IV 288. 


M78}, (Gh TER 127}: 
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6. Demokrates’ γνῶμαι χρυσαῖ are found in Opuseula Graec. 
veterum sententiosa et moralia (1 80-89) of Orelli, who is inclined 
to refer the author to an earlier date than is at all probable ; 
65 out of the 86 fragments collected by Orelli are adopted as 
Demokriteian by Mullach. , 

7. The spurious letters of Anaximenes, Bias, Demokritos - 
Pherekydes of Syros, Pythagoras, Thrasybulos, Hippokrates’, 
Thessalos, son of Hippokrates. 

8. Certainly before Lukian (cf. his πῶς δεῖ tor. cvyyp.) are to 
be placed Kallimorphos, author of ἱστορίαι Παρθικαί (Miller 
F. H. G. 111 649, 3), and an anonymous pseudo-Ionist (cad. 
Ῥ. 650, 5) whose tractate on Parthia began: ἔρχομδι ἐρέων περὶ 
“Ῥωμαίων καὶ Περσέων, and contained the following sentences : 
ἔδεε yap Πέρσῃσι γενέσθαι κακῶς ; ἦν Ὀρσόης, τὸν οἱ Ἕλληνες 
Ὀξυρόην ὀνυμέουσι (cf. Hdt. I 7). 

9. Alexander of Ephesos wrote under the early emperors a 
Bellum Marsicum, perhaps in Ionic. See Steph.-Byz. s.v. Xaovia. 

10. Chariton of Aphrodisias, the novelist of uncertain date, 
but probably of the fifth century (see Rohde Griech, Roman 
Ῥ. 488), interspersed his tale of the adventures of Chaireas and 
Kallirhoé with Ionisms borrowed from Herodotos, See Cobet 
Mnem. VIII 236. 


The Pseudo-Ionism of Lukian, Arrian, and Aretaios. 


112.] Cases of absolute divergence between the dialect of 
Aretaios and Hippokrates on the one hand, and that of Lukian, 
Arrian” and Herodotos on the other, are tabulated in § Ioo. 
Points of contact are noticed in the course of the detailed 
examination of the sounds and inflections of the dialect. 

The three Lukianic pieces present in the main a uniform 
dialect, which, save for the occasional lapses in the direction 
of Attic and of Homeric Ionic, agrees with that of Herodotos 
as found in his MSS. Well marked and salient differences 
between Herodotos and Lukian are difficult to discover. Such 
minor, but persistent cases of divergence as ἔρσην, ἀρρωδέω (Hadt.), 
ἄρσην, ὀρρωδέω (Luk.), where the satirist shows a predilection in 
favour of the Attic form, are very infrequent. As a rule the 
MSS. of Lukian do not consistently reproduce the Jonie forms, 
the movement in the direction of Ionism being continually 
checked by Attic forms*, most of which are doubtless errors 

 Mullach thought that the supposititious letters of Demokritos and of 
Hippokrates were composed in the third century of our era. 


2 Cf. Grundmann: Quid in elocutione Arriani Herodoto debeatur, in Berl. Stud. f, 
class. Philol. 1885. 


* For example, Dea ϑ.}.. ᾿Αχιλλέως 40, Νιρέως 40, κινήσεως Astr. 5, Ἑρμακλέους 
Syr. 26, ved 39. 
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iof transmission, though there is no reason for believing that 
Lukian intended his imitation to be pervasive. Thus, for 
example, we find κατενεχθῆναι, -yews d. δ. 8, οὖσι Astr. 5. 

The Ionism of Arrian is more consistent than that of Lukian 
and approximates more closely to that of his exemplar. His 
MSS. refuse to admit some of the most uncouth hyper-Ionic 
creations which appear in those of Lukian. Arrian’s divergences 
from Herodotos do not proceed on the same lines as those of 
Lukian, though, like the latter, they are in the direction of Attic. 
He has the 7, not the x, form; he uses only the relative, not 
the demonstrative and the relative, as does Herodotos; his use 
of the temporal augment is that of the κοινή. Other differences 
are less positive: Arrian γίνομαι, σμικρός, αὖθις, where Lukian 
has γίγνομαι, μικρός, αὖτις. 

In certain cases the rage for Jonisms has extended beyond 
those adopted by prose literature; as in certain MSS. of Herodotos 
there is an ever present tendency to adopt Homeric forms. 
That both Lukian and Arrian draw to a limited extent upon 
the Homeric dialect shows how ineradicably fixed in the minds 
even of the cultured was the confusion between Homeric and 
Herodoteian Ionic. 

In Lukian we find εἴαρος d. S. 49, ἠέλιος d. δ. 29, Astr. 3, 5 
(Ἠελίου ras βόας Ast, 22, like ἀπρήκτοιο d. δ. 22, is am epic 
reminiscence or quotation). βόας occurs also d. 8. 54. γούνων 
is admitted by Dindorf, d. 8. 22, though he strangely enough 
expels the genitive in -o1o. In the ὦ. 8. 25 we find ἔσσεται 
(Hdt. ἔσεται), d. 8. 31 εἵαται (Hdt. éarat); Arrian has πόληες ὃ, 
-yas 11. Perhaps the reason that ἔμμεναι was not excluded 
(Astr. 26), was its occurrence in the oracle Hdt. I 85. Arrian 
refrains from adopting a form the non-Ionie character of which 
did not trouble Aretaios (pp. 10, 270, 332). 


The Transmission of Early Ionic Texts in its Relation 
to Pseudo-Ionism. 


113.] An examination of the form presented by the quotations 
made from the Ionic logographers and philosophers by later 
writers yields some conclusions as regards pseudo-Iouisms and 
hyper-Ionisms which, though tentative, may not be wholly 
without foundation. First it appears that in the first century 
before Christ no hyper-Ionic form, except ὑμέες in Parthenios, 
was admitted into the Ionic texts; secondly, the grotesque and 
misshapen forms occurring in the MSS. of Lukian, Arrian 
and Aretaios do not come to light in citations made from the 
early Ionic prosaists by any writer who is anterior to Lukian, 
Arrian and Aretaios. The MSS. of these writers, the flower 
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of the Ionic Revival, display the rage for hyper-Ionism in its 
most pronounced form. 

The examination of the channels through which fragments 
of the Old Ionic philosophy and logography have reached us 
is not merely hampered by the lack of editions of many of 
the later writers so constructed as to enable the scholar to obtain 
a survey of the exact state of MS. tradition; it is confronted 
with the treachery of MS. tradition in general towards the 
transmission of such volatile phenomena ‘as dialect forms; and 
embarrassed by the difficulty of determining whether the MS. 
form is an Attic equivalent or whether it is the genuine Ionic 
form of the fifth century, which, by some fortuity, has held 
to its moorings against the flood of dialectological speculation 
which swept away the very foundation-stones of parts of the 
Herodoteian inflectional system. It is only in comparatively 
recent times that scholars are awaking to the fact that much 
that has heretofore been cast aside as Attic is in reality pure 
Tonic. © 

Thus, for example, in § 9 (12) of the tractate περὶ ἑρμηνείας 
(generally ascribed to Demetrios of Phaleron, but the work either 
of Demetrios of Alexandria under Hadrian, or, and more pro- 
bably, that of Demetrios Syros, an older contemporary of Cicero) 
we find quoted the beginning of Hekataios’ Genealogies : Ἑκαταῖος 
Μιλήσιος ὧδε μυθεῖται: τὰ δὲ γράφω, ὥς μοι δοκεῖ ἀληθέα εἶναι κτλ. 
Despite the MSS. which have here δοκεῖ as well as μυθεῖται, 
Miller changes the former to δοκέει, though it is inconceivable 
that ee should have contracted. in μυθεῖται, while ee. remained 
open in δοκέει. Are these forms, as they stand in the MSS., 
nothing more than μυθέεται and δοκέει Atticized? Are they 
survivals of the genuine Ionic of the fifth century, one of 
which has been displaced by the editor of the Fragm. Histor. 
Graec. under the stress of current views as to the nature of 
the Ionic dialect ? 

In the following section attention has been directed to the 
light thrown by our sources on the question of the transmission 
of the -ew verbs, and to the date of the appearance of hyper- 
Ionic forms, notably those with parasitic «. Sometimes an 
author, drawing upon early Ionic history or philosophy, may 
Atticize, sometimes he may endeavour to reproduce in dialect the 
very words of his source; at other times the veil of the dialect 
is only partially cast aside. 


114.] The Logographers :— 


1. Hekataios: μυθεῖται and δοκεῖ (332) in Demetrios περὶ 
ἑρμην. §§ 5 (2), 9 (12); and elsewhere, wherever the authorities 
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quoting the logographer have preserved a form of an -ew verb, 
ee and ee: are invariably contracted. κινέεται in frag. 284, quoted 
by Miller from Steph. Byz., should be κινεῖται. Hyper-Ionisms 
do not oceur. 

2. In Pherekydes of Leros we find ποιεῖται in the same 
fragment with δοκέοντες (44): so too in 85, καλέοντες (twice), 
οἰκέοντες together with καλεῖται, γαμεῖ. Wherever καλεῖται 
occurs it appears in the contracted form (here, in 16 and in 
89 and 114 A). 

115.| The Philosophers :— 

1. Herakleitos has come down to us with a text remarkably 
free from hyper-Ionic forms. By the time of Clemens Alex- 
andrinus and Origenes a τουτέοισι (126) had engrafted itself 
upon tradition! ; and in Hippolytos, who is slightly later than 
Clemens, we discover τοιουτέων (2) where Sextus Empiricus has 
τοιούτων. In 7 of the 21 imstances in Bywater’s edition of 
the concurrence of ¢+¢€ or ε- εἰ in the contract verbs, Bywater 
edits the contracted form. In the 14 remaining instances 
where Bywater adopts the open forms, these have MS. support 
but 3 times: Clemens διαχέεται, μετρέεται in 23; for ὠνέεται 
in 105, Iamblichos is the authority; Plutarch has ὠνεῖται. In 
all other cases Bywater adopts conjectures which desert the 
vulgate. Obviously there is no probability that Herakleitos used 
both φιλέει and φιλεῖ; which appear in the text (117 and Io). 
Though Plutarch does not appear to have possessed MSS. of 
Herakleitos, his source was not affected by the vagaries of the 
pseudo-Ionic movement. All cases of ε- εἰ are contracted in 
his citations of Herakleitos. 

2. For the study of Demokritos’ Morals we have to rely to 
a large extent upon their citation by Stobaios, whose text, as 
it appears in Gaisford’s? edition, presents a distorted picture 
of the original, 

The greatest irregularity exists in reference to the treatment 
of those forms of -ew verbs in which, after disappearance of yod, 
ee and ee. came into conjunction. The majority of instances is 
on the side of the contracted forms. In Stobaios there are 5 cases 
of -ἔει, 16 of -εἴ in the present indicative; 7 of -έειν, 16 of -εῖν 
in the present infinitive active; in the inf. mid. 3 cases of ee, 
g of εἰ, while there are 2 cases each of ce and εἰ in the present 
indie. middle. In Orelli’s edition of Demokrates, of whose 86 
fragments 65 have been claimed as Demokriteian by Mullach, 
only the open forms are read in the text, and these are not 
contradicted by any citation of MS. evidence on the part of 


1 Found also in the Justinian MS. formerly in Strassburg. 
2 Wachsmuth’s second volume has not yet appeared. 
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Orelli. These are: present indic. -eet 3 cases, including δέει, which 
Stobaios invariably presents in the contracted form ; present inf. 
active 4 cases; present inf. mid. 2 cases; and one case of the 
imper. act. (fr. 177). ; 

Stobaios is furthermore authority for ἐπιθυμέῃς fr. 24, though 
in 188 (twice) and in 213 his text has -ἢ in the subjunctive. 

Parasitic ε appears in αὐτέων 20,,, In ἑρπετέων 208, and in the 
second aorist 20,,, 135, 164 (Demokrates). There is no authority 
for Mullach’s -έειν in 70, 188, 213. Parasitic ε in the reflexive 
pronouns 1 have not observed. 

3. Anaxagoras appears in Simplicius with only the contracted 
forms of the -ew verbs, for which Mullach has everywhere 
substituted the open forms. In frag. 6 (Simpl. 156,,) Diels 
reads περιχωρέει. The presentation of the fragments by Sim- 
plicius is not free from the suspicion of having been partially 
Atticized. οὐδεμίη in 4 is shown to be incorrect. 

4. Melissos has been handed down by Simplicius in nearly 
the same state as Anaxagoras; -ee and -ee are invariably con- 
tracted. -eo is, however, retained as well as co. Mullach’s text 
of Melissos and Anaxagoras has admitted ὁρέομεν, dpeduevos 
without MS. support. . 

. Diogenes of Apollonia in Simplicius has no case of -eet, 
ec, though Mullach’s text has δοκέει, ἐννοέεσθαι. The hyper- 
Tonic τουτέων in Mullach (frag. 2) is due to conjecture. 


116.| Galen’s Relation to Hippokrates. Though Galen ex- 
coriates Capito and Dioskorides for their depravation of genuine 
Hippokratic form, he cannot himself be freed from a similar 
charge. Both in the genuine and the spurious works of Hip- 
pokrates we find that Galen was not offended at πηχέει TV 202, 
βηχέων II] 334, IV 540, ῥινέων I 614, VIII 84, IX 278, 286, 
χειρέων 111 420, 462, ὑπερβαλλέειν IV 92, ἀειρέειν VIII 236, and 
such monstrosities as αὐτέη, αὐτέοι, τοιουτέου, ἑωυτέου. In the De 
Placitis Hippocr. et Plat. of Miller we read, furthermore, as masc. 
or neuter τουτέων 698,., 6914, 700;, 7023, αὐτέων ὄρος, 6924, 
781,. It may well be doubted whether Galen himself had access 
to an uncontaminated source. 

Littré’s text has adopted (on the authority of the vulgate) 
a very large number of pseudo-Ionisms, which are but rarely 
found in the oldest MSS. 6 and A. This is specially the case 
in respect of the parasitic ε m the pronominal forms. In the 
pseudo-Hippokratic περὶ ἱερῆς νόσου the other MSS. agree with 
θ and A in rejecting the hyper-Ionic ¢ (6 has, however, ravréovs 


VI 354, τουτέω 384, the other MSS. τουτέων 394). 


117.| Ionic Poetry. A pseudo-Ionizing of Archilochos is 
scarcely noticeable. φιλέειν in 81 is due to Hephaistion ; for κερ- 
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τομέειν In 64, wherein Bergk follows Clemens Alex. and the schol. 
X 412, Stobaios has the closed form. The unnecessary longer form 
is quoted by Clemens of Alexandreia from <Aristobulos. He- 
phaistion is also answerable for Anakreon’s φιλέει (70), and Hera- 
kleides Pontikos for δοκέεις (75,). Hyper-Ionic forms have not 
found admission to the texts of the early Ionic poets. In Herodas 
we observe χειρέων 6,, (changed from χειρῶν) and 73; χασκεύσῃ 
4.5» τεμεῦσα 429, δραμεῦσα 5,4. Uncontracted ec, ee, or ey (from 
-erw verbs) do not occur. 


The LIonisms of Theokritos. 


118.| The ancient prolegomena to the poems of Theokritos 
contain brief statements to the effect that the poet made use of 
two dialects: (1) that species of Dorie called by one commentator 
ἀνειμένη καὶ χθαμαλή, by another νέα, and (2) Ionic. The dis- 
cussion of the question as to whether this view refers to the 
presence of Ionisms in the so-called Doric idylls, may be left to 
the volume dealing with Doric, in which the perplexing problem 
of the dialect of Theokritos, so far as it can be treated in a work 
of this kind, will receive ampler attention. 

In the scholia on I-X VIII each poem, with the exception of 
XII, is classed as Doric without mention of the co-existence of 
an Ionic element. Of XIX—XXVII the glosses state that all 
are Doric, save XXIV and XXVII, concerning the dialect of 
which we have no tradition, and XXII which is Ionic. In the 
case of XII, the argument attributed to Eratosthenes as well as 
the glosses report that this idyll was composed in Ionic. Ὁ, B, 
M, D, Junt. state with an unusual attempt at exactness that its 
dialect is the κοινὴ “Ids, a unique expression which recurs in the 
glosses on XXII, but nowhere else in grammatical literature, so 
far as 1am aware. This ‘common’ Ionic is that usual, almost 
stereotyped form of the dialect which was borrowed from Homer 
and became a recognized implement of the poet’s art. In no 
case does it contain features that recall the form of the dialect 
later than the epic, though occasionally isolated words come to 
light that were not employed by the epic. The κοινὴ “Ids in- 
cluded Homeric forms of Aiolic structure (XII 2, XXII 11, 64, 
71, 84, 152, 166, 170; σημαίνοισα XXII 22 must be corrected). 

The testimony of the scholia and the MSS. point so strongly 
to the Ionic character of XII and XXII (which I regard as 
genuine), that we may easily throw overboard the notice in 7 and 
N (in XII) and that contained in Calliergi (as regards X XI), 
which make «for the Doric character of the two poems. In the 
case of XII, 7 and NV have “Idd: διαλέκτῳ ἢ Δωρίδι, an uncertainty 
which has found practical expression in the editions of Ziegler 
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and Paley. Neither of these scholars has ventured to root out 
the best attested Dorisms, such as dot I, μᾶλον 3, ἅδιον 4, ἀελίου 
9, Kpovida 17, ἐθέλοντι 23, ἀραιᾶς 24, ὥνασας 26, ἐριδμαίνοντι 31, 
ἑὰν 33, ἀπῆνθεν 33, which are the only Dorisms found in &. p. m. 
In other cases the Doric form is not supported by a consensus of 
these three MSS. The restoration of the Ionic forms in the 
above passages can be accomplished, usually by the adoption of 
the readings of 6, 16,%; but in a few places by recourse to conjec- 
ture (edppavas 8, dx’ 16). Noteworthy Ionisms are ἐπιβῶται 35, 
ἀΐτεω 20. 

In XXII the Doric forms are accepted by all MSS. in a very 
few cases :—Arjdas 1, ὑμνέομες 4 (cf. 1 where K has ὑμνέομεν, the 
vulgate -yes), κοίλαν 12, yaddva 19. In many passages D (Sca- 
liger’s MS.) or K are our only authorities for the Ionic forms ; 
in 6, ἡ is often superscribed over a which is the common reading. 
There are also several words whose Ionic dress is vouched for by 
no other authority than the marginal readings of the Juntina. 
In Ποσειδάωνος 97, τάων 111 the ἃ is Homeric. 


ACCENT. 


119.| Retention of original accent motion :— 

In the proethnic period the suffix part of the genitive and 
dative of feminine nouns, whose nominative terminates in Skt. 
in -2, in Greek in -.d, received the accent, which in the nomin- - 
ative fell upon the radical syllable 1: It is the peculiar distinction 
of Ionic to have preserved traces of this accent motion, which is, 
in fact, the only accent principle characterized as Ionic by the 
ancients. 

In the genitive and dative of barytone words in -ἰᾶ, the Ionic 
dialect, according to Herodian? (who seems to have accepted 
herein the guidance of Aristarchos *), transferred the accent to 
the suffix syllable. The forms quoted in attestation of this Ionic 
shifting of the accent are ἴα ἰᾶς la*, μία μιᾶς μιᾷ, ἄγυια ἀγυιᾶς 
ἀγυιᾷ, ὄργυια ὀργυιᾶς, ἅρπυια ἁρπυιᾶς and the two proper names 
ΤΠΙλάταια Πλαταιᾶς, Θέσπια Θεσπιᾶς. 


The only forms that bear the distinctive mark of the dialect are the 
Homeric ifs 1173, if I 319, Σ 251, X 477, μιῆς O 416 (Sim. Amorg. 29), ἀγυιῇ 
o 441. ὄργυια occurs in Homer only in nominative and accusative, but in 


1 Cf. J. Schmidt, K, Z. XXV 36. 

® Hdn. I 411,=Joh. Alex. 103), II 57. on Z 422, II 61353=An. Ox. I 13447, 
Theod. 37, (Hilg.), Choir. Dict. 405,., Ark. 1283, Et. M. 14, 30595, 472453 cf. 
Schol. Ven. A on 11173, Ark. 98;, La Roche Hom. Texthritik 177. In I 53029, 
IT 6134, 9013, Hdn. calls the accent of ἀγυιά, ὀργυιά Ionic. But ef. I 281... 

3. Bust. 652 55, Schol. Ven. A on Z 422, Schol. Ven. B on E 502. 

* Cf. tos ἴου, but ἰῷ Et. M. 472 ες. 
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Hadt. I1 149 we find ὀργυιῆς΄. No form of ἅρπυια with Ionic ἡ is met with, 
Homer having ἅρπυια and ἅρπυιαι (ἅρπυιαι ἀνηρείψαντο a 241, υ 77, read by Fick 
᾿Αρέπυιαι ἀναρέψαντο on the strength of ’Aperuia upon a vase Arch. Zeit. XL, 
Ῥ. 203, pl. 9, and ἀνερεψάμενοι Bekk. Anecd. I 401). Homer and Hdt. have 
Πλάταιαν, the latter also Πλαταιαί" ; Homer and Hat. have Θέσπια (Θέσπειαν). 
Thuk., who has Πλάταια and Πλαταιαί, has the paroxytone accent in the 
dative singular II 4, Paus. IX 4, 4 in the genitive. I do not find any 
example of Θέσπια in the genitive or dative singular. In regard to these 
names it is to be noted that the accent of their ordinary forms Πλαταιαί, 
Θεσπιαί follows the lines of such deme names as Κηφισιά, Aovoid, and 
Τραγειαί, Keyxpeal, Πειρεσιαί, OAmal, ete. Names of cities ending in -ειᾶ, if 
found in the plural only, are oxytone (Bpuceial, ᾿Ορνειαί), though in Hdt. I 
149 we find Αἰγαζῖαι. 


Some grammarians* ventured to claim that this shifting of 
the accent was not Ionic, but Attic, or more especially Old Attic. 
Perhaps this divergence in view reflects the broken rays of a 
tradition that Ionic and Old Attic were one dialect in the 
preservation of this motion of the accent ; as they were identified 
by the ancients for other reasons. 


In the above mentioned words Ionic has allowed scope to 
the operation of the ‘secondary’ accent (on which see under 
Axottc), though in general less amenable to its influence than 
Attic. Thus in δειρή Ὁ for Attic δέρη and ἠώς for Attic ἕως the 
original proethnic accent has been preserved by Ionic. Cf. Skt. 
gra and ushas, Examples of the tendency of the later Ionic to 
admit the recessive accent will be given below, § 123. 


120.] In the following’ sections are collected the statements of 
the grammarians in reference to the accent of certain forms of 
Ionic colouring; and under the same heads are mentioned some 
forms whose accent, as it appears in the books, deserves note, 
especially in comparison with that in vogue in Attic. It is 
obviously impossible to attach authority to all the accents handed 
down in the MSS. unless supported by a definite tradition of 
Greek grammar. Oftentimes the utterances of the schools are 
hopelessly confused. The ancients are uniformly silent as regards 
the accent of Ionic words identical in form with Attic. Hence 


1 Here R has épyvins. In Aratos 196 ὀργυιήν, Nikander Ther. 169 ὀργυιῇ 
(ὀργυΐηι TI). ͵ 

2 So ἁρπυιαί, ὀργυιαί Arkad. ο8 3. ς 

3 Schol. Ven. A on Z 422=Hdn. IL 575,, The Et. M. 1421 by comparing 
᾿Ωρείθυια seems to take a similar position ; but cf. 305 56: Eust. 1631 29 (ef. 
1653.) calls ἄγυια and ὄργυια Old Attic only. In Attic we find ayuda, ὀργυιά 
(Et. M. 14.;) though, according to Zonaras 24, some wrote ἀγυιᾶ. These oxy- 
tones seem to be due rather to the influence of the plural ἀγυιαί, Πλαταιαί 
ete. than of the perispomenon genitive. 

* δέρη is called Ionic, Et. M. 257,. The form δειρά, referred to Et. M. 25657 
(ef. Theogn. An. Ox. II 107.) can be only North West Greek or late Dorie. 
Earlier Dorie, so far as the radical syllable is concerned, is Δήρη, Ptol. 115, ΤΙ. 
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the accenting of Ionic texts in the case of words whose accent 
varied in Attic is totally uncertain. 

Krumbacher has shown K. Z XXVII 521 ff. that, in its 
passage to the modern form, ancient Greek was forced to 
struggle against the depravation of the old-time accent. ‘The 
removal of the classical accent which comes to light in the 
mediaeval documents is, however, not comparable with that - 
which is such a striking feature of the modern Greek dialects. 

Only the differences between Ionic and Attic are considered 
below. Some of the following words are discussed by Wheeler 
Nominal Accent p. 113 ff. 


Accent of Nouns and Adjectives. 


First Declension. 


121.] Masculine. On the accent of ᾿Ατρείδεω, Ὀρέστεω, 
Αἰνείεω, ᾿Ασίεω see Choir. Dict. 3992, 413.» Ht. Mag. 153,,. 
In quoting these forms the grammarian in An. Ox. I accents 
-éw. Instead of Oadréw from Θαλῆς, the ancients accentuated 
Θάλεω. If, when the genitive in -ew followed a vowel, syncope 
ensued, the result was the paroxytone, as in ᾿Ἑρμείω, Bopéw, 
᾿Ασίω, ἐυμμελίω (Choir., Et. Mag. ὦ. 4.). 


122.| Feminine. On ἄγυια, ὄργυια, ἅρπυια, Πλάταια, Θέσπια, 
δειρή, see above, ᾧ 110. 

ποίη is thus accented in Hust. 1851,,, Hesychios and Suidas, 
mom in EMt,.M, 677... Atte mow lt, ΝΠ 7055. 612,..807 78 
but ποία Et. M. 770,, Ark. 100,,, πόα when the zota disappears, 
Dorie ποιά and πόα Greg. Kor. 220. The grammarians appear 
to have set up a difference in meaning between ποία and πόα 
(schol. Equites 603). 

pow in editions of Homer and Hdt.=Attie ῥοιά Eust. 94,, 
Et. M. 705,, Ark. 100,, and so written in Aristotle. fda was 
accented pod by Arkadios /. 7., which accentuation is adopted by 
G. Meyer Gramm, § 48. Doric ford and pda Greg. Kor. 220, 
The loss of the cota cannot change the accent!. Is péa due to 
the desire to differentiate the word from ῥοή stream (a counter 
suggestion to that made by L. δ᾽ S.), or is ῥόα to be classed with 
χρόα as illustrations of the principle that when the accent 
precedes yod is to be expected, but when the accent follows cota 
appears ? 

χροιή Hom. Theogn.=Attic χροιά (Ark. 100,,, Eust. 94,, 
Et. M. 705,), but ypota Et. M. 679.,, doubtless to account for 


1 Hence Aapeos on a Milesian coin in Mionnet Suppl. VII 276, should be 
accented Aapéos, not Adpeos with Pape, 
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the usual Attic form χρόα. Lobeck Phrynichus p. 496 shows that 
later writers used χροιά and χρόα on one and the same page. 
Dorie χροιά and χρόα Gree. Kor. 220. 

φθόη is thus usually accented, according to the ordinary rules, 
despite Skt. Ashayd. 

According to the schol. Ven. A on N 212, who follows 
Herodian : ἰγνύην" ᾿Ιωνικῶς μετέβαλε τὸν τόνον, ἐπεὶ τὸ ἀκόλουθον 
ἰγνυά (Lentz ἴγνυά) ἐστιν. Theogn. (An. Ox. II 106,,) says 
that Herodian (I 303,,) is authority for the statement that 
Aristarchos (?) by shortening the a and lengthening the v of 
ἰγνύα accented tyvva, thus making an enallage of accent and 
quantity. Cf. Lentz’ note, Hdn. I 303, Chandler § 188. ἴγυυα 
does not occur, nor do I find the proparoxytone accent in any 
Greek word in -va ([ἔλευθέρυα is doubtful). Did Aristarchos 
wish to bring his ἴγνυα into line with ἄγυια, ὄργυια &e. ? 

The Ionians according to Trypho (4) distinguished, as did 
Athenians and Dorians, between μισητή = ἣ ἀξία μίσους and 
μισήτη = ἣ καταφερὴς πρὸς συνουσίαν. Cf. Eust. 1650,,. In 
the scholiast on Arist. dves 1619 we find a verse containing the 
former form which has been changed to μισήτη by Berek, who 
thinks that the line is Archilocheian (184). 

When Ionic has ἡ for Attic ἃ as in ἐέρση the nom. pl. is 
proparoxytone (ἔερσαι). Ptol. Askalonites proposed to adopt 
the paroxytone accent (Schol. Ven. A on = 351, Apio and 
Herodoros in Eust. 991,,). 

There is no trace of Jonic having adopted the proparoxytone 
in the nom. plur. of words in -ἰᾶ, as was the case in late Attic 
(εὐπράξιαι, ὁμίλιαι, τραγῴδιαι, &e., also ἥμεραι Choirob. 44946, 
schol, Ven. A on B 339, E 54, Lentz Hdn. I 423 note, Wheeler 
Nominal Accent p. 115). 

Some distinguished ᾿Ερυθραί in Ionia from ᾿Ερύθραι in Boiotia 
(Eust. 267,, Choirob. Hp. on Psalms 27,,). 

The gen. pl. of γῆ is γέων in ABR, Hdt. IV 198, where P has 
yeav, C γεῶν. The first reading is that adopted by the most | 
recent editors, the last by L. δ᾽ S. with the older editions, 


Second Declension. 


123.] 1. The tendency of the later Ionic to adopt the recessive 
accent of the later Attic in contrast to the accent of Homer and 
Old Attic!, though nowhere expressly sanctioned by tradition, 
has been tacitly recognized by more recent editors of Herodotos. 
This is notably the case as regards the following forms, chiefly 
adjectival :— J 

ὅμοιος in Hdt. according to Stein and Holder, as in later 


1 Ailios Dionys. apud Hust. 205 44. 
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Attic (Eust. 241:;» 5310» 799,0; 181745, Theogn. An. Ox. IT 543), 
ὁμοῖος Homeric and Old Attic (Eust. 206,), adopted by Schweig- 
hiuser as Herodoteian. ὁμοῖος is stated to be Doric, Greg. Kor. 
τὸς SIG 
: aie in Hdt. and in New Attic, ἐρῆμος Old Attic and 
Homeric (Et. M. 373,,, Ark. 61,, Hdn. π. μ. λ. 33,, Hust. 21745, 
ἀπ» 3 laos 41s 02 2c): 

: sane Hat. and ε New Attic, ἑτοῖμος Old Attic and Homeric 
(Hust. 206,, 21745, 3412, 53a» 9225, Hdn. m. pA. 3355- In 
Anakr. 43, the MSS. have ἕτοιμον, Bergk ἑτοῖμον. 

The accent of ἑταῖρος (Hom., Archil., Sim. Amorg., Theog., 
Hadt.), the by-form of Hom. érapos, is due to the influence of 
ἑταίρα from ἕταρια « gen. ἑταριᾶς. Cf. ἴα las above. Homeric 
ἑτάρη is the parallel fem. of érapos. See Wheeler Nom. Accent 
Ῥ. 59- Hippon. 1, has ἕταιρε, now read ἑταῖρε. 

γελοῖος Archil. 79. Of γελοῖος Apoll. De Pron. 63 B says: 
οὐκ ἐξωμάλισται τὰ τῶν διαλέκτων, μάλιστα δὲ τὰ τῶν ᾿Αττικῶν. 
The later Attic seems to have accented γέλοιος, the κοινή, γελοῖος 
Moiris 109g, schol. Ranae 6; and so Old Attic, Eust. 206,. See 
Chandler § 385. 

ἀχρεῖος in Homer, Attic ἄχρειος according to Eust. 21749, 
ans Ox: If 984,,, Hdn. 10135. =— enol, Vena sone ΟΣ 
Arkadios 87, says that ἀχρεῖος is Attic, ἄχρειος is τὸ κοινόν. 
From Choirob. Hp. 123,; we learn nothing. The Herodoteian 
form is ἀχρήιος. On Ionic -ἤιϊος = Attic -evos, see § 231. 

πηρός Homer, Sim. Amorg., Hippokr., πῆρος Attic according 
to Schol. Ven. A on B 599. 

μωρός Sim. 57. - μῶρος is called Attic by Arkad. 69,,. Eust. 
245975 17494, ascribes μῶρος to the Attics, μωρός to the ὕστεροι. 

στρουθός Hdt., Attic στροῦθος Hdn. I 144,., ef. Schol. Ven. A 
on B grt. 

2. If the Ionic texts are accentuated correctly, and the following ἡ 
is the correct tradition in reference to Attic, the latter dialect 
preferred an accent nearer the end in μέδιμνος Hdt., μεδίμνος 
Attic according to Thom. Mag. p. 602. 

κουφότης Hippokr., κουφοτής Attic (Choirob. 352,,). 

Ἴνυκος Hdt. VI 24 15 oxytone in Plato’s Hippias Maj. 282 FE. 

ἀττέλεβος Hdt. IV 172, ἀττελαβός" Attic, ‘mapaddyws’ Ark, 
46,=Hdn. 11395. Cf. yépivos= Attic yupivos, Eust. 1864,. 

Tonic ὄλιζον = Attic ὀλίγον, Herakleides apud Bust. 1643,. 

Attic φαρμᾶκός degenerated, according to Photios 640, (cf. 
Hust. 1935,;), ito Ion. φάρμᾶκος, the proximity of the barbarians 
having caused the Tonians to corrupt the ancestral element of their 
dialect (δ 23). In the fragments of Hipponax (5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 37, 
43) the MSS. have uniformly φαρμακός, οἵ. Hesych. s.v. Didymos’ 
proposal to write φαρμᾶκος failed to receive recognition in ancient 
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times. In fact Hase and Dindorf suggest that he did not write 
φαρμᾶκος at all, but that the προπερισπᾶν of Harpokrat. p. 180 
should be read προπαροξύνειν. Herodian seems not to have 
known of any difference between the Ionic and Attic accent, 
if we may judge from Arkadios’ statement (51,): φαρμακός, 
ὁ ἐπὶ καθαρμῷ τῆς πόλεως τελευτῶν, φαρμακεὺς δὲ ὁ γόης. For 
the word φαρμακεύς, however, most scholars substitute φάρ- 
μακος. Φάρμακος is a suspicious personality although referred 
to by Istros in Et. M. 787,,. The above quoted statements are 
all that can be adduced in support of φάρμακος ', other ancient 
testimony (e.g. Et. M. 802,;, Schol. Ven. A on Q 566) making 
for φαρμακός. With the interrelation between φαρμακός and this 
supposed Φάρμακος cf. that between φυλακός Q 566 and Φύλακος 
Z 35, 0 231. φυλακός was thus accented by Aristarchos and 
Herodian (Eust. 1365,;, Et. M. 802,, Ark. 51,), φύλακος Hat. 
IT 121 (y), schol. Apoll. Rh. I 132, Philem. Lex. § 269, schol. 
Theokr. 8, and so Chandler § 261. 

3. It is not impossible that an Ionic ὄστεον (cf. Schol. Ven. A 
on Q 793, Doric doriov)could acquire the perispomenon accent upon 
contraction into ὀστεῦν, as did the Attic ὀστοῦν. But instances 
parallel to the Attic ἀργυροῦς, χαλκοῦς are wanting in Ionic, 
since that dialect kept eo open in adjectives of material till the 
latest period of its existence. It is probable that the uncon- 
tracted form of Ionic nominative was ὀστέον. 

devs apparently an Jonic form for θεός (Hdn. π. μ. A. 6, 8) is 
perispomenon in Eust. 775,5» Ark. 130,,. 

In cases of variation between -εος and -os in adjectival 
formations, the accent of the longer form is identical with that 
of the shorter. Thus δαφοινεός = δαφοινός (Schol. Ven. A on 
Σ 538, Eust. 1160,,), κενεός -- κενός, reds Ξε ἡλός, 

εὔγηροι Hippokr. and Aristotle, deserves notice. See Chandler 

§ 546. 
i According to the accentuation of the MSS. Ionic Greek 
distinguished ἐξαιρετός Hdt. II 121 (a) from ἐξαίρετος ; adopted 
such ordinary uses as that of the fem. in νῆσος διαβατός Hdt. IV 
195; and differentiated words of the same form by means of the 
accent as did Attic. No definite statement to the contrary 
exists in the grammarians. 

5. Accent of some proper names :— 

Kapyods, name of the Mysian river M 20, was thus accentuated 
by the inhabitants of Kyzikos, and by Tyrannio (Schol. Ven, A 
on M 20). Aristarchos wrote Κάρησος, others Κάρησσος. 


1 Bergk’s φάρμακος in Hipponax is the less defensible, because the custom 
alluded to by the poet was Attic. See ten Brink in Philologus VI 60. A 
trace of φαρμακός with ἃ is thought to exist in Demosth. XXV 80, though 
pappaxfos can have yielded only φαρμακός in that dialect. 

K 
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᾿Αστακός Hdt. V 67, ἤΑστακος Thuk. II 30, Steph. Byz. 

Τιτακός Hdt. 1X 73, whereas trisyllables in -ἄκος are generally 
proparoxytone, Steph. Byz. has Tiraxos. For other oxytones in 
-axos, see Chandler ᾧ 270. 

Ἰλλυριοί Hdt. 1 196 and elsewhere is not in accordance with 
the usual accentuation of proper names in -vos. 

᾿Αρτισκός Hdt. LV 92, whereas proper names in -ἰσκος are usually 
paroxytone. 

Why Φαρσαλικός, Δροπικοί in Hdt. should be oxytone, but 
Ὅρικος proparoxytone, is not clear. See Chandler § 266 for 
similar inconsistencies. 

6. ‘Attic’ declension :— 

On Τυνδάρεω (Hdt. II 112) see Eust. 1686,,, schol. on d 299 ; 
on λαγός Trypho 13. 


Third Declension. 


124.] Choiroboskos Dictata 353,, makes the remark that, 
while the Aiolians form the accusative in -ν (κνῆμιν---τοδὰ 
κνᾶμιν---σφράγιν, aw), the Ionians in the genitive of oxytones 
in -ἰς do not cast aside the ὃ (κνημῖδος, ἀσπίδος) as they do in 
the declensions of Πάρις and Θέτις. For φαινολίς Hymn Dem. 
51 we should expect the accent of μαινόλις. 

Adjectives in -vs, which in the feminine lose their zota, do 
not change their accent as Chandler ᾧ 689 opines: ἡμίσεα Hat. 
V 111, not ἡμισέα. In the plural perispomenon is correct even 
when 1 has disappeared: ταχε(ι)ῶν, θηλε(ι)ῷῶν often in the MSS. 
of Hdt. (cf. 11 18, 46, 66) which has been changed to θηλέων. 
On ταρφύς, ταρφειαί see Nauck, Odyss., p. x. 

The gen. plur. of χιλιάς in Hdt. VIL 28 is χιλιάδων, not 
χιλιαδέων ; and thus does not support the peculiar later Attic 
χιλιαδῶν. See Choirob. Dict. 458,,, Ark. 136, and ὃ 74. The 
form in the Common dialect was similar to that in Hdt. 

ὀπέων, Ionic for ὀπάων, is noteworthy, since nouns in -ewy are 
oxytone; cf. Theogn. An. Ox. IT 28,.. 

Homeric πρώονες (Schol. Ven. © 557), despite apév; οἵ. 
Hesiod’s πρηών. Nouns in -nwv are usually paroxytone (Theogn. 
ATO 11 Ont earn), 

Ethnica in -wy are usually oxytone, but Hdt. VII r10 has 
Bioroves, Κίκονες, V 15 Παίονες (Παιόνες An. Ox. I 276,), 
Σιριοπαίονες, CL. Καύκωνες, Κύδωνες in Homer. Chandler § 615. 

Names in -as (Βοιβᾶς, Βιττᾶς, Kupas) are Ionic according to 
Choirob. Dict. 425), Joh. Alex. 8.9). Why the gen. should be 
-ados 1s not clear, unless we regard -as as due to ‘nominative- 
lengthening.’ 
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On the accent of νηῦς ‘resolved’ see Chandler § 566. 


125.| Adverbs. The ancients accentuated παρέξ or πὰρ ἔξ in 
Homer, πάρεξ in Hdt. (Hdn. π. μ. λ. 25, 20, Schol. Ven. A on 
IX 7), See La Roche Hom. Textkritik p. 333. The κοινή adopted 
the Herodoteian accent. 

πρῶϊ in Homer, πρωΐ in Hdt. and Attie (Et. M. 607,,, 69219, 
Theogn. An. Ox. II 159,,). Joh. Alex. 32, writes πρῴ, and this 
form is generally used in our texts. 

κῆγχος Apollonios De Adv. 5962, thought should be κηγχός. 


126.| Verbs. 7 Ionic for φησί is an enclitic, Anakr. 40. 
πιθέσθε, λαβέσθε were written thus by Tyrannio, but belong 
according to the Schol. Ven. B on 1. XVIII 266 only to the 
later Ionic. 

The recessive accent in the contract forms is preserved in πύθευ 
Hdt. III 681, whereas Attic generally has the perispomenon 
(Aischines πυθοῦ). Cf. ἕλευ Hsd. Theog. 549, ἀμβάλευ Theokr. 
X 22. Does this indicate that the Attic contraction of co to ov 
is of different phonetic quality from that of the Ionic ev? 

In the case of syncopated forms, -eo for -ceo, -eau for -εεαὶ 
were generally regarded as paroxytone (Eust. 1441,;) though 
there is evidence that some of the ancients (cf. Schol. Ven. A 
on Ὡ 202, Eust. 1518,,) admitted the proparoxytone. Thus 
Herodian in ἔκλε᾽ Q 202. The MSS. of Hdt. have φοβέο, &c., 
in Theog. 1331 we find αἰδέο. 

The so-called Dorie future in Ionic: ἐσσεῖται B 393, Hdt. VII 
τόδ πεσέεται. 

ἐξεληλαμένα Hdt. VII 84 seems to be correct, though ἐληλά- 
μενος is enjoined by Apoll. De Conj. 500,,, De Adv. 545,» cf. 
549,, Ht. M. 46,. 


VOWEL SYSTEM. 


The Short Vowels, 
A. 


127.] Anaptyctic a occurs in conjunction with p in Bdpayxos 
Hipponax 106 = βράγχος Attic and in Hippokr. I 616. Cf. 
Hesychios: βαράγχια' τὰ βραγχία τῶν ἰχθύων. The Et. M. 188, 
says that the Attics used Bapayyvav, whereas Moiris states merely 
that βραγχᾶν, not βραγχιᾶν, was Attic. 


1 Hdt. has βαλεῦ VII 51 in A P, βάλευ C corr. Bd. 
τς Ὁ 
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128.] Ionic A in conjunction with P. 

The forms with ep or pe are here morphologically older than 
those in ap or pa. It is more probable that κράτος, θράσος are 
due to the analogy of κρατύς, θρασύς than to a levelling process 
(within the noun itself) which operated as follows: 


κρέτος 


κήτεσός whence κρέτος, κρέτεος and κράτος, κράτεος. 
| 
κράτεος 
The latter view is current, rather than well-considered. In Skt. 
and Greek there is no shifting of the accent in the inflection of 
these stems in 8. , 

The Ionic dialect here presents no features sharp enough to 

separate it from allied dialects except Aiohie. 
_ κράτος = Aiolic κρέτος. κράτος Hdt. VIII 2, with κάρτος in 
A Bd; cf. καρτερή VIII 12, with κρατερή in most MSS.? 
Archil. 26 has καρτερός, a form that comes to light in Aretaios 
g and upon inscriptions: Halik. καρτερούς 238,,, and so in 
Attic and Kretan (Gortyna); κράτιστος appears im Κρατι- 
στόλεως Thasos (Louvre) 12 B, but was not used by Hat. ; 
Epic κάρτος and κράτος, kpatepés* and καρτερόθυμος, κάρτιστος. 
The Ionic dialect alone possesses the strong form of the 
adjective (κρέσσων). In the inscriptions names in xapr- and 
κρατ- oceur: Fild|ixapridns, or Εὐθυκαρτίδης Naxos, δ. C. H. 
XII p. 463 ff.; Μνησικάρτ(η)ς, Styra Ido; Καρτίης 192173 
᾿Επικράτης (agg; Avot- 19473 ΔΛεωκρατίδης Styra 10; Κράτιος 
Keos 44 A 8. 

θάρσος Hdt. VII 9 y (Opacos in R); Homeric and Attic θάρσος 
and θράσος. θαρσύνων Chios, Pasp. 42, θρασ- e.g. mM Θρασωνί- 
d[ew] Thasos, J. H. δ. VIII 402,,. Traces of the strong form 
θέρσος (cf. Aiolic) appear in ...6épons upon an Hrythraian in- 
scription (no. 200), and in @epatrov Tasos (J. H. δ. IX 341, no. 2, 
late). Names in -Oepons occur elsewhere in dialects that show 
no predilection in favour of the ep forms. See Pape’s Lexicon. 
Doubtless the Homeric names in -θερσ- did much to popularize 
this form in such dialects. 

The prefix ἀρι- seems to be Ionic as contrasted with Atolie épi- ᾿ 
(Hinrich, H. Δ. V. A. p. 64). ᾿Αρίων upon a coin of Erythrai, 
Mionnet Suppl. VI 217, οἵ. 1. #1166. Hence κἀριπρεπής Sim. 
Am. 785 from ἀρι-. ᾿Αρίμνηστος occurs upon a Keian inscription, 
no. 44, B 11, but ἐρίβρομον in Anakr. 11. 


1 Tonic κάρτα Greg, Kor. § 58. 
2 Joh. Gr. 241 B. 
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βάραθρον Hdt. VII 133, as in Attic; Homeric βέρεθρον © 14 
(called Ionie by Et. M. 188,); Arkad. ζέρεθρον. 

χάραδρα in Hdt., cf. Delphic ydpodpos (Wescher, Monum. 
bilingue de Delphes, 1. 23, 25). Homer has yépados, a form that 
is found as a proper name C. D. 1. 13532. 

ταρσιή (MS. -a), Sim. Amorg, 39, from Et. Mag. 764,,; 
ef. Hesychios ταρσιήν ᾿ τὴν τρασιάν. Et. Gud. 256 quotes from 
an elegiac poet rpacujs ; cf. τερσῆναι in Homer. τερσιά is a very 
late formation (Julian), τρασ- is morphologically older than 
tapo-. A variation between ap and pa, apparently in order to 
lighten consonantal weight, is seen in a Karian name, Halik. 
2405,, ᾿Ιμβράσσιδος (Ἴμβρασος Head, H. N. 518); 240,55 Ἰμβάρ- 
σιδος. 

The Ionic dialect does not evince the preference of Doric! for 
the weak a before or after p in verbal forms (from original pe). 
Thus, Herodotos adopts τρέχω, τρέψω, στρέψω, agreeing herein 
with Homer, while he accepts τράπω in the present for Attic-epic 
τρέπω, τῇ we are to believe Bredow, Stein and Holder, who do 
not. scruple to reject the testimony of all the MSS. I 63, 105, 
III 21 and in very many other places. In the middle there are 
few cases of the a form. The imperfect or second aorist forms 
ean scarcely be allowed to influence the decision. I regard 
τρέπω as the correct form?. In the future and first aorist the 
e-forms hold their ground in Ionic, whereas in Kretan we have 
éxitpawo. On the variation between rpémw and τράπω, cf. 
Bredow, p. 145. In employing τρέπω, not τράπω, Lukian follows 
in the wake of Hdt. (d. ὦ. 8. 7, 39, Astr. 3). Aretaios has but 
one sure example of τράπω, and Hippokrates inclines in favour 
of the Ionic-Attic form. 

When other dialects, notably Aiolic or those allied to Aiolic, 
have po or op, Ionic almost invariably adopts pa or ap. See 
below on βρόταχος, πορδακός § 147. Hdt. IIT 86 has ἀστραπή, 
with which may be compared Homeric στεροπή and ἀστεροπή. 
Kyprian has στροπά (Hesychios στορπά). In verbal mflection 
whenever op occurs it is the ablaut of ep, not=the Aiolic form 
of ap. 

ἘΣ Hat. III 35, Demokr. Mor. 18, Arch. ep. 103, a form not 
unknown to Homer (B 452, A 12), though the poet generally 
adopts κραδίη 8. Ionic, Attic, and Aiolic are here on a plane. 
The Kyprian form is κόρζα (κορζία according to Meister). 

Homer has Κράπαθος (B 676), Archil. 152 has Καρπάθιος. 


1 πράπω, τράφω, στράφω, τράχω (Pindar), cf. Et. M. 11455 φάρω, τράπω. 

2 Greg. Kor. quotes τρέπουσι from Hdt. III 21 (p. 480). i 4 

3 Joh. Gr. 240, 241 B, Greg. Kor. p. 434, Gram. Vat. 696, Birnb. 67739, cite 
this as the Ionic form. 
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Κάρπαθος occurs in the Hymn to Apoll. 43. Homer has both 
ἀταρπιτός and ἀτραπιτός, τέτρατος ' and τέταρτος. 

Hipp. 1, has σκαπαρδεῦσαι = συμμαχῆσαι, with which compare 
the game σκαπέρδα and the Hesychian gloss σκαπερδεῦσαι" λοιδο- 
OAL. 
᾿ The variation between ap and pa, for which no definite reason 
can invariably be assigned, is not a mint-mark of dialect 
differentiation. 


129.] Other forms with A parallel to E: 

τάμνω occurs in Hdt. (Greg. Kor. 67), though not without 
variation in favour of τέμνω, and is a present formed from the 
aorist of τέμω (Iliad, N 707) (ταμών < rmm-ovt-). Whether 
τάμνω, which occurs as early as Homer ([ 105) and Hesiod, 
and is found in Pindar, Kretan, and the Herakleian tablets, is 
more ancient than τέμνω (which seems to be derived from a τέμω 
by the infixing of v), is not certain. τέμνω is in fact no stranger 
to Homer (y 175), and is the regular form in Attic. The 
inscriptions indicate the preference of Ionic and Attic most 
clearly. In the former we have érayov (Halik. 238,,; Kyzikos, 
108, B 8), in the latter ἔτεμον without exception. τεμεῖν in Delos 
B. C. H. VI 54 (250) is due to Attic influence; so Arrian, 2.0- 
The ε of ἔτεμον is due to that of τέμνω *. 

Hippokrates (Greg. Kor. 67) and the pseudo-Jonist Aretaios 
use tduvw; Lukian has τέμνω S 15, τάμνω S 51, 60; Arrian 
τέμνω 29, 11y9, 13193 Demokr., Mor. 194, has τάμνων. 

μέγαθος, ὑπερμεγάθης in Hdt., e.g. IV 52, 191, μέγαθος in 
Anaxag. 1, and Meliss. ὃ (Simpl. μέγεθος). Cf. Greg. Kor. 
$59. In Attic μέγεθος the variation between a and ε is due 
perhaps to the influence of ε in the initial syllable. The state- 
ment that the Doric dialect possessed the form μέγαθος is not 
beyond suspicion, since Philoxenos, who has the form with a in 
II το, either contradicts himself, V 21, where he uses ὑπερμέγεθες, 
or at least shows that both forms were known to Doric. Lukian 
has μέγαθος d. S 27, 30, according to Jacobitz, though A has the 
ε form everywhere. In Arrian, μέγεθος is the only reading in 
seven out of eleven cases, and this is the form used by Aby- 
denos 5. Both Hippokrates and Aretaios adopt the Attic form. 

On the forms ἔπειτα, εἵνεκα, see under Adverbs, &e. On -αιᾶ, 
-eud, -od, see below under H, §§ 174-170. 

waxds Hdt. III το, according to Stein, though ψεκάς is 


1 rérparos was held to be Ionic, Joh. G. 241 B. 

2 G. Meyer in his review of the Vowel System of the Ionic Dialect (CAPRA ΧΧ 
5-138) in Deut. Litt.-Zeit., 1890 p. 1335 disposes of the relation of rduyw and τέμνω 
as follows: τάμνω is from ἔταμον, the aor. of τέμω ; its ν is due to the influence 
of δάκνω (ἔδακον : ~rauov). τέμνω, again, isa contamination of réuw and τάμνω. 
τάμνω is called Dorie by Et. M. 11491, 74599. 
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supported by MS. authority and by Eustathios. Mbooiris, p. 419, 
held that ψεκάς was Attic, but not so acceptable a form. Cf. 
WOxos < Wak. 

᾿Αγβάτανα is the form used by Hdt., Ktesias (and Aischylos) 
for “ExBdrava. The MSS. of Hdt. show constant fluctuation 
betwee these two forms, though Steph. Byz. distinctly states 
that ᾿Αγβάτανα is Herodoteian. 

ἀππαλλάζειν (sic) Hesych.= ἐκκλησιάζειν. Ἴωνες recalls the 
Lakonian ἀπέλλαι, ἀπελλάζειν, but is of doubtful explanation. 


The ancients adduce other forms in support of a τροπή of eto a. These 
examples are either based upon incorrect etymologies or deal with pan- 
Hellenic by-forms. 


180.7 Ionic A = Attic H. 

μεσαμβρίη Hdt. and Arrian, 3, 25, 39 (elsewhere the Attic 
form). Cf. Eustathios on the Odyssey 1714,,, Greg. Kor. p. 444, 
654, Schmidt, Voc. I 119. 

ἀμφισβατέω Zeleia 113), (after 334 B. Ὁ.) and in Hdt. IV 143, 
IX 747. This form is not confined to Ionic unless the a of 
Rhodian ἀμφισβασίας C. 1. G. 2905 B 6, ἀμφεσβάτει C. 1. G. 
2905 A 3, Aiolic ἀμφισβατημένων C. D. I. 214,,, can be shown 
to be long. Herakleitos g has ἀγχιβασίην, cf. Suidas ἀμφισβατεῖν, 
ἔνιοι TO ἀμφισβητεῖν. Ἴωνες δὲ καὶ ἀγχιβατεῖν Kal ἀγχιβασίην 
(see also 5.0. ἀγχιβατεῖν). Hesychios’ gloss is on ἀμφισβητεῖν, 
not on ἀμφισβατεῖν. In Diog. Apoll. 1 the MSS. have the Attic 
ἀναμφισβήτητον, cf. -βητήσεος Latyschev, II 53. Hellanikos 177 
has ἀμφίσβατα (see Hesychios s.v.). 

If the non-Jonic forms have d, weight might, at first glance, 
be attached to Brugmann’s suggestion that an Lonic ἀμφισβατέω 
is due to the ignorance of scribes who connected the latter part 
with Baivw, βάσις, Bards; Morph. Unter, 1 22. But there is at 
least no proof that the a of the Aiolic and Rhodian forms is πού, 
short; and, even if it is long, the inseriptional form from Zeleia 
proves conclusively that an Herodoteian ἀμφισβᾶτέω is not due to 
blundering ignorance. Perhaps the forms in ἡ stood in an ablaut 
relation to those in ἃ °. 

λάξεσθαι Hdt. VIL 144, Adéw IV 21 (cf. Greg. Kor. 139, 
“Hod. λέξεις Stein II 467), have their a from the present stem as 


1 The MSS. here agree as to the penultimate a of ἀμφισβασίας (ef. VIII 81), 
but & and the rest have in the same chapter ἀμφισβητ-. 

2 PR haye ἀμφισβητέων. πρὶ 

3. Osthoff, Perfect p. 331, thought to set matters straight by deriving ἀμφισ- 
Baréw from an unheard-of participle Bards, the kinsman of the regular βατός. 
These two forms he opined would yield -Baréw (-βητέω) and -Baréw. Brug- 
mann’s derivation from 4/oBn ignores ἀγχιβατεῖν, Which however may have 
been formed by analogy. 
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λάψεται Miletos, 100,. The converse procedure appears in the 
New Test. λήμψομαι, a form found on Lykian inscript. C. I. Ὁ. 
42446, 42479) 425375, and in the Papyr. du Louvre, 14, 17. 
It is due to a confusion between λήψομαι and λάμψομαι. Cf. 
Attic ἤνειγκα by contamination of the regular Attic ἤνεγκα and 
Tonic ἤνεικα. 

Forms without a nasal come to light upon Attic vases 
(Ad(u)mwv, Λά(μ)πος in Kretschmer’s collection, K. Z XXIX, 
p- 436), though here the comparison of λάψεται is not so pertinent 
as Kretschmer supposes. It is better to class Λά(μ)πων, &e., 
with Νύ(μ)φη (ὃ 336), than to regard λάψεται as derived 
from λά(μγψεται, despite the Herodoteian λάμψομαι, ἐλάμφθην, 
λαμπτέος. We have κατελάφθη Zeleia, 113,, and λελάβηκα, 
καταλελαβήκει in Hdt. (IV 79, III 42), λέλαμμαι in Hdt. and 
Hippokr., ἀναλελάφθαι in Hippokr. III 308, according to Littré, 
with ample MS. support?. I cannot follow Bechtel in branding 
as spurious the Herodoteian Aduyea I 191, λάμψεσθαι 1X τοῦ, 
λαμφθεῖσαι VI 92, merely on the ground that λάψεται is a well 
attested Milesian form, and that Herodotos may have made use 
of the Milesian dialect, as is claimed e.g. by Wilamowitz, 
Zeitschr, fiir Gymn.-wes. XXXI 645. The parallelism between 
the Herodoteian forms and the inscriptional Adwera: from Miletos 
proves nothing as to the original character of the historian’s 
dialect. The Chian ἀποδεκνύντες 174 B 14 would lead, on this 
reasoning, to a different conclusion as to the nature of the 
Herodoteian diction. If λήψομαι and λήμψομαι could be formed, 
why not Aduyoua? λάμψεσθαι in fact occurs upon the great 
inscription from Andania, Ditt. Sy//. 388,,, though the genuine 
Doric was λαψοῦμαι Hpicharmos 18, Theokr. I 4. Cf. also the 
late aorist ἐξέλαμψα Diog. Laert. I 85. λάμψομαι is now 
generally banished from Hdt.’s text, and παραλήψηται in Hippo- 
krates VI 326 rests upon conjecture. 

Proper names in ‘Aye- or ’Aye-, which run parallel to those in 
‘Hye-, are from ἄγω, the asper being borrowed from ἡγέομαι 
(>sag). Cf. Lokrian dyew. The Doric ᾿Αγησίλαος (Perinthos, 
234 B 5) has the lenis from ἄγω. 


Tonie a from ἡ in the grammarians (e.g. Et. Gud. 106,,, 1217, 4g, An. Par. 
ΠῚ 295,) is based upon a misconception of the interrelation of the first and 
second perfect. In μεμακυῖα, λελασμένος &e, the ancients discovered an Ionic 
change of η to a (Joh. Gr. 240 B, Greg. Kor. 444, Meerm, 654, Aug. 668, Vat. 


699, Birnb. 678,,, Et. Mag. 5015, Eust. 171449, 52, 55 Cf. 17004, An. Ox. I 28256; 
An. Par. III 478.,). 


1 λήμψῃ is a probable conjecture of Sterrett’s, Papers of the Am. School, II 56, 
Vis: of «8, XTX. 


3 Veitch, however, supports ἀναλελάμφθαι. Of. Schmidt, Voc, I 118, 
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In the view that all epic forms are Ionic we find in Eust. 39329 (ef. Schol. 
Ven. A on Γ 130) νύμφα called Ionic by a τροπή of to a. καρός also is said to 
be Ionic for κηρός, Schol. Ven. A on I 378. 


131.] Interrelation of A and O. 

In a few instances a and o seem to be interrelated sounds, 
though ‘the law governing their interrelation has not been 
formulated in all cases (ef. § 147). So far as Ionic is concerned, 
we have the following form where Ionic a=o of other dialects : 
ἀρρωδέω Hdt. I 9, 111, 156, 1Π1 119, &e., ἀρρωδίη IV 140, &e., 
and attested by the Et. Mag. p. 632,, (cf. Bek. An. I 446,,). 
Lukian has the Attic ὀρρωδέω (Hesychios ὀρρωδία, ὀρρωδέως, &c.) 
and so too Hippokrates and Aretaios. Probably assimilation of 
a to o has here been caused by the influence of the w of the 
following syllable (Schmidt, K. Ζ. XXV 112). Etymologists are 
generally silent as to the derivation of this word. orrere is 
probably related to φρίσσω, and cannot be connected with ὀρρωδέω 
as [. δ. think. The Ionic form deserves special note, since it is 
only very rarely that Ionic differs from Attic in its use of aand o. 

The question as to the interrelation of a and o assumes a 
different form in the case of proper names. In the MSS. of Hadt. 
there is a constant fluctuation between the readings ᾿Αρταξέρξης 
and ᾿Αρτοξέρξης, the latter obtaining in Ktesias and Plutarch, 
though Plutarch, in the de malign. Herod., ascribes the form in 
a to the historian. Cf. also Steph. Byz. s.v.’Aprata. ᾿Αρταξέρξης 
occurs upon the inscription from Mylasa, 248, ABC, and would 
seem to be a closer reproduction of Arta-khshathra than ’Apro- 
ξέρξης, which Stein adopts, VI 981, VII 106, 151, 152, though 
the form in a is not unsupported. In other names Stein does 
not hesitate to read ’Apro-, e.g. ᾿Αρτοβαζάνης VII 2, ᾿Αρτοζώστρη 
Vi 43, though in the case of the former name Thom. Mag. 
2991¢, testifies to the form in ’Apra-. Nor is Stein consistent, 
since we find ᾿Αρτάβανος IV 83, VII 10, 11, 17, 47; ᾿Αρτάβαζος 
VII 66, &c.; ᾿Αρταβάτης VII 65; ᾿Αρταφρένης V 25, and other 
names in ’Apra-. He adopts ᾿Αστροβάκου VI 69, where & has 
᾽Αστρα-. 

In any event no Ionic change of a to o may be deduced from 
the uncertainty attendant upon the MS. fluctuations. The 
Persian names in ᾿Αρτυ- (᾿Αρτύβιος, ᾿Αρτύφιος, ᾿Αρτυστώνη) are 
not to be held to be instances of the final effort of a phonetic 
movement which began with ’Apra- and reached ’Aprv- through 
’Apro-, as has been held to be the case with κατά, card, and κατύ 
(ὁ 132). The forms in ’Apro- are due, not to an interchange of 
a and o (ὃ 147), but to the fondness for o- stems in composition. 


1 Of, his note on this passage in his annotated edition, Fick, Spracheinhett, 
p. 406, and Schmidt, Urheimath d. Indogermanen, Ῥ. 5. 


- 
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132.| A in relation to TY. 

ἐκαλινδέεττο Hdt. III 52, compared with κυλίνδεται Sim. 
Amorg. VII 4, κατακυλισθῇ Hdt. V τό, must not be regarded 
as an instance of the interchange of a and v', and much less 
as a proof of the greater age of καλινδέω (Curtius, Hiym.®, p. 715). 
With κυψέλη, κάμψα, capsula, and κύλιξ, calix, are to be classed 
καλινδέω, κυλινδέω, Germ. gued/en. Both καλ- and κυλ- are weak 
forms of νίκελ = gel. 

The non-Ionic (Arkadian) form κατύ does not invalidate the 
above explanation, since it is derived from ἕκατό (κατόπερ 
Halikarn. 238,; is from ὄπερ), which in turn is an analogue 
of ὑπό; *xard becomes κατύ, as ὑπό becomes ὑπύ (Kyme, 3 A). 
This is better than to assume, on the strength of Lettic-Lith. 
sa and Lith. su, Lith. ga, gu, that the forms in a and v are 
proethnie. 


133.| A and AI. 
ἕταρος, ἑτάρη, &e., the variant forms of ἕταιρ- < ἕταρι-, occur 
in the epos only. Archil., Sim. Am., Theog., Hdt. have éraip-. 


E. 


On the ε of ἐκεῖ, ἐκεῖνος, ἐχθές see ὃ 564, on that of ἑορτή 
ᾧ 287. 1, note, on ἐθέλω § 588; on hyper-Ionic ε in pronouns, 

134.| Ionic EP for AP of other dialects. 

The Ionic dialect in a few cases has made use of the strong 
forms in ep, though not to the same extent as Atolic. 

ἔρσην : ἔρσενος Hdt. 1 τος, ἔρσενες 1 193, ἐρσένων I 192, 
ἔρσενας I 193. The MSS., notably 1, have the Attic form, 
which must have been Ionic also, since it comes to light upon 
the very old Thasian inscription (Bechtel, no. 68, ἄρσεν). Herakl. 
43 ἄρρενος (Attic). Homer has ἄρσην © 7, which is doubtless Ionic, 
since ἔρσην is Aiolic (C. D. L. 293,). That both the strong and 
the weak form should co-exist in one and the same dialect need 
not surprise us. Thessalian and Boiotian (perhaps even Ionic, 
see on θάρσος, above § 128) have both θερσ- and θαρσ-, two 
forms living together. The only other dialects which have ἔρσην 
are, I believe, Kretan (Gortyna Tables, X 52 ἔρσενες, X 49 
ἐρσένων) and Epidaurian (Baunack’s Studien 80,5). In the other 
dialects ἄρσην : Attic dpple|vos C. I. A. IT 678, B 55-378 B.c., 
Eleian Fappevop = ἄρρενος C. D. I. 1152, Lakon. ἄρσης C. 1. G. 


1 The change of v to ain κυλινδοῦμαι, καλινδοῦμαι was held to be Aiolic by 
Et. Mag. 4865. 
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1464, (first cent. B.c.). See Fick, G. G. 4. 1883, p. 117; 
Schmidt, K. 7. XXV 23. Hippokrates, Lukian (Asér. 11 ἄρρενα, 
ἄρρενες), and Arrian 8, (ἄρσενας) have the a form. 

τέσσερες : τέσσερες, τεσσερεσκαίδεκα, τεσσερεκαιδεκάτη, τεσσερά- 
κοντα, τεσσερακοντόργυιος, are found in Hdt. with occasional lapses 
in favour of the Attic forms, as Herodas, 7,,..  Lukian, /. 
A. 4 has τέσσερα, Arrian § 95, 22, τεσσαράκοντα, 13,, Oia 
τέσσαρες. Upon inscriptions we meet with τέσσερες 1489}, a 
comparatively late document from Ephesos, τεσσέρων 104, B 66, 
Thasos, middle of the fourth century, with τεσσάρων on the same 
inscription, lines 62 and 63; τεσσάρων occurs also in no. 114, F 
(Zeleia), which dates shortly after the battle of Granikos; 
τέσσερα Teos, 15743 (the stone has TEZEPA); réo(c)apes 1599; 
Teos, with but one = upon the stone. τεσσεράκοντα 10455, 
Thasos, 111,,, Kyzikos;1 reoo[epa]x[é]vtwv 174, C τό, Chios, 
and τεσ σ]ερακαιεβδο[ μη]φοντούτης 58, Paros. Only Arkadian 
and Tonic have ep: Arkad. τεσσεράκοντα Foucart, 352 n. (late). 
Cf. Schmidt, K. 7. XXV 44. 

᾿Αρταφρένης is adopted as the genuine reading by Stein in every 
instance, though the MSS. of Hdt. constantly vary between the 
form in -¢pévns and that in -φέρνης (V 25, 30, 31, 32, 35, 73; 
&e.). Aischylos, Persat, 21,776, has’Aprag@pévys. In lke manner 
Stein reads Ἰνταφρένης IIL 70, 78, 118, 119. Upon an Attic 
inscription, C. I. A. I 64, B 14 (410-405 B.c.), we find Tic |oa- 
φρένην, which ensures the correctness of the form in -φρένης 
(cf. Old Persian -frand@), and stamps that in -φέρνης, so popular 
in later Greek, as a folk-etymology in the direction of φέρω ; 
e.g. ᾽᾿Οροφέρνης Priene, Anc. Gr. Inscr. 3, no. 424, 6,. G. Meyer, 
Gr. Gr. ὃ 175, note 1. The above quoted Attic inscription is 
important evidence that the form used in the treaty, Thukydides, 
VIII 27,15 incorrect. See Kirchhoff in Sitzungsberichte ὦ. Berliner 
Akad., 1884, p. 399. 

On θερσ-, see above § 128, under θάρσος. On κρέσσων, cf. 
below ᾧ 142. 

xAvepds is said to be Ionic for χλιαρός in Liddell and Scott, but 
in Hdt. and Hippokr. we find only the latter form. yAvepds in 
fact occurs in Kratinos 143 K,in Athen. 4. The ε form does 
not occur in Nikander, 41. 360, as L. δ. state. 

The grammarians held to an Ionic change of a to ε in διερός 
(Et. Gud. 144,,, Orion 48,). So the κοινή form μιερός (Phryn. 
363 R) was once regarded as Ionic. So too ψίεθος. 

ἱαρός does not occur in Ionic. On ἱερός and ἱρός see ὃ 300. 

ἕτερος = ἅτερος in Doric, Boiotian, Attic (in θἄτερον, ἅτερος), 


1 τέσσερα held its ground till late. Upon an Egyptian papyrus (189 A.D.) 
we find it still preserved. Cf. Trans. Berlin Acad. 1883, pp. 916, 919. 


΄ 
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though Attic has generally érepos'. In Aiolic we have con- 
flicting testimony ; érepos Sappho, 106, and C. 1). I. 2799, but 
Herodian, I 507,, opines that ἀτέρυι is Aiolic. ἕτερος 18, 
morphologically considered, the later form, its initial ε being 
due to the influence of the ε of the following syllable. ἔρσην 
and τέσσερες might be explained after the same fashion. See 
Schmidt, K. Ζ. XXV_ 92 note. Cf. ὀβολός ὀβελός, and ἥμυσυ 
ἥμυσυν (but ἡμίσεος) upon Attic inscriptions after 378, and in 
the modern language of Amorgos (and Kalymna) ὅτοιμος, and 
ὄξω in modern Kretan. Cf. also ἀττέλεβος Hdt. IV 172, for 
arrékaBos. Herodas, 7;, has ἕτερον χἄτερον. 


Roberts, I no. 167, contains τἠτέρηι (TETEPEI). _ Cf. Roberts, I pp. τού, 
200, 374, Cauer, 557. The inscription cannot be Eleian, as Wilamowitz 
thinks, since that dialect loves ain preference to 7. Does not the absence 
of the asper indicate an Asiatic-lIonic origin? We find τὴἠτέρῃ in Phoinix in 
Athen. 495 E, Cf. n+, § 264. 


135.| Interrelation of EA and AA. : 

Forms in -ελος in the κοινή were once held to be Ionic, perhaps 
because of Hom. πύελος μυελός, later πύαλος pvadds. Thus ὕελος 
was thought by Bredow to have been adopted from Ionic by 
Theophrastos, whereas in Hdt. III 24, Stein’s ὑέλου is not 
above doubt. The pseudo-Phrynichos (R. p. 363) enjoins ὕαλος 
as Attic. There is no reason why φιέλη, for Attic φιάλη, should 
belong to Tonic. In Hippokr. σίελος often occurs as a variant 
for ofados (VI 160, 196, 214, 370 in 6). In many of these forms 
Attic too had ε: πύελος, μυελός, σίελος (Phryn. 364). 


136.] Other examples of Ionic E=A of other dialects. 

ὅτε, πότε, ἄλλοτε, Lonic-Attic= Dor. ὅκα, πόκα, ἄλλοκα, = Aiolic 
ὅτα, πότα, ἄλλοτα. Both the Ionic and Doric forms are equally 
original, an I.E, palatal sound becoming faw before ε, kappa 
before a. The Aiolic forms are contaminations. 

On εἵνεκεν, εἶτεν, ἔπειτεν, see under Adverbs. -θεν, -τθε, not -θα, 
are the Ionic.forms. γέ Ionic-Attic = Doric yd, Epeirot. γέν *. 

γέμμα was the Ionic form used especially by Demokritos * 
according to the unsupported testimony of Eustathios, 370,,. 


1 Aristotle’s ᾽Αθ. πολ. has even oitépa=oi ér-. Attic inscriptions have 
always ἕτερος. Attic θἄτερον sic, and not θάτερον, except when the article 
precedes as in Menander 846 Koch. θάτερα θατέρων Hippokr. IX 30. It is 
impossible that τὸ ἕτερον should become θάτερον, as is commonly stated. 

* γέ may be the Old Slav. ze, Old Lith. ge; yd (Skt. ha) must be dissociated 
from Skt. hi which is almost always orthotone. hi is=Gr. -xu in οὐχί, Skt. 
nahi. WV. Henry, Mém. Soc. Ling. VI 378 ff. The Epeirotic γέν can scarcely be 
regarded as a survival of an original yé&. Baunack, K. Z. XXV 243 thinks 
that the ν is the movable letter. Is it perhaps ye+y(e)? Of. Thessal. ve. 

* Demokritos’ position in respect of the names of the letters was peculiar. 
In Bekk. Anecd. II 781,; the gen. δέλτατος and θήτατος are cited from him, 
and in Eust. 370,5 he is said to have called pd, ua. 
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For other variations between ε and a, a and ε, occurring in 
various dialects, and of which no satisfactory explanation has 
as yet been reached, compare G. Meyer, Gramm. § 24. 

In the inflection of neuters with stems in -ac- we encounter 
in Tonic, in Attic tragedy and comedy (rarely), an ¢ in place 
of the thematic a. Thus in Homer οὔδεϊ, κώεσι ; in Hdt. γέρεα 
(κρέεσσιν oracl. I 47), κέρεος, κέρεϊ, κέρεα, κερέων, perhaps répeos, 
τέρεα, οἵ. Τειρεσίας ; γήρους Hippokr. VII 182 (Hdt. γήραος) ; 
in inscriptions γέρεα Miletos roo, ef. § 544. Whether the 
peculiar nature of this change requires that it be regarded as 
a survival of a pre-Hellenic stage, or whether it ensued upon 
Greek soil, is not yet clear. Schmidt, Newtra Ὁ. 335, holding 
that ao became eo in primitive Greek save where analogy revived 
the old form, suggests that the original inflection in Greek was 
-as, -€0s, -ai, -aa, -ewy, τασσι, and that in course of time by a 
levelling process there arose -as, -εος, -εἴ, &c., and -as, -aos, -ai, &e. 
The literary monuments of Aiolic and Doric? are unacquainted 
with this interrelation of a and ε in substantives. 

€ apparently takes the place of a in certain verbs in -ew (ὁρέω, 
τολμέω, οἰδέω, ἐχρέοντο", &c.) and before o, w, ov mm inflection. An 
explanation of the interrelation of the forms is attempted wn 
§ 688. On τράπω in Hdt. see ᾧ 128. 

Before the termination -(c)a, a becomes ¢€ in Ionic by dis- 
similation ; ¢.g. ἐπίστεαι, δύνεαι. In Attic Ποτειδεᾶται we have a 
somewhat similar case of dissimilation. 

New Ionic pédavos, ῥεφανίς for ῥαφ-, Ammon. 122 (Valck., 
cf. also 203 on the difference in signification). Hippokr. VIIT 
250 ῥεφάνου in C and 6; 308 pedavidos C &e., but 6 &c. have 
pap-; VI 558 all MSS. ῥαφ-. Thomas Mag. (323 R) says 
that ῥέπανος was Ionic for ῥαφανίς. Aretaios 301 has ῥαφ-. 

πιέζω Ionic, Attic and Atolie= Dorie πιάζω (Hdn. 11 949,,, An. 
Ox: 1 291,, I 367,). 

᾿.187.] Ionic E = O of other dialects. 

A singular substitution of ε for o is found in Διενύσωίι), 
Bechtel No. 31, from Amorgos, an inscription of the fifth 
century; whereas the other Ionic inscriptions have either Avo- 
νύσιος or Acovis. See below § 138. G. Meyer, Gramm. § 26, 
is inclined to regard this ε as parallel to that of “Ἱππεδάμου 
(Rhodes) or of ἀνδρεφόνος, called Doric by Herodian,—forms 
of common speech with an ¢ comparable to the toneless e of 
Modern Greek. Bechtel’s suggestion is preferable: Διένυσος : 
Διόνυσος = αἰέλουρος ὃ: aiddos, or as Lak. ὠμέσθαι (2. M. XL δ): 


1 The o forms δέρος, κῶος (see Schmidt, p. 341) were regarded as either Ionic 
or Dorie, Et. M. 257,, An. Par. IV 167,,, Anecd, Bachm. I 191,;. 

2 Greg. Kor. 15. 

3 αἰέλουρος for αἴλουρος in Hdt. and comic poets. Cf. Et. M. 31. 
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ὀμόσαι, or as Herakl. ἐρρηγείας, &e.: nom. in -ws. Cf. G. G. A. 
1881, p. 1447, Baunack’s Stud. I 71, and K. Z XXVI 354. 
Solmsen, K. Z. XXIX 80, has no other means of disposing of 
Διενύσωι than assuming that it is an error of the stone-cutter. 

Of the various names taking their rise from the two chief 
ablaut forms of Apollo (᾿Απόλλων, ᾿Απέλλων), there are a few 
examples upon Ionic soil of the latter, so common among Doric 
peoples. ᾿Απελλίωνος 153;, Smyrna (names in ᾿Απολλ-, lines 
3, 15, 24, 37, 40, 41), ᾿Απ]|ελλῆς 177 Chios, and in Erythraian 
iscriptions: ᾿Απελλίου 206 A 4 (cf. ᾿Απόλλωνος 206 A 20), 
᾿Απελλίου 206 B 17 (in the same line, ᾿Απολλώγιος }), ᾿Απελλικῶν 
Bull. de Corr, Hel. 11 388. Also in Naukratis (Gardner’s 
Naukr. 1, pl. XXXII 104), ᾿Αποὶλ- names are very frequent. In 
no case does the god bear the name ᾿Απέλλων among Ionic 
peoples, though it is a form of as great antiquity as that in 
vogue in Attic-Ionic. It may be noticed that the form ᾿Απελ- 
oceurs in Ionic only when the following sound is not o or ὦ. 
See my paper Zrans. Am. Philol. Assoc. XVIII 97, and especially 
Prellwitz, δ. δ. 1X 327 ff. Baunack in the Studia Nicolaitana, 
Ῥ. 54, in his Studien, p. 155, Meister G. D. II go, and Jordan, 
Krit. Beitr. zur lat. Forment. 7-23, may also be consulted. 

ὀβελός the Homeric, and hence according to Orion 118,, the 
Tonic, form. This form occurs on an Attic mseription, C. 1. A. 
IV 3C, 5, and διωβελία, ὀβελίσκος, &c., are common in Attic. 
ὀβελός 15 also Boiotian ; ὀδελός Delphic, Tarantine and Megarian. 
See Meister II 205. Huippokrates VIII 220, 224, 228 ἡμιωβέλιον 
and ὀβολός in θ. 

In ἑξαπέδου Hdt. (11 149) has preserved the older form of the 
termination; cf. Ψ 164 ἑκατόμπεδον (Ven. A), where the vulgata 
has -ποδου. In Attic (Thuk. and Xen.) the stem zod- has 
supplanted its rival πεὸ-. 

Tepovaov Terone 7 (before 420), cf. Τορωναῖοι on Attic tribute- 
lists in the first volume of C. 1. A., and Τορωναῖος on an Attic 
mortuary stelé, Mztth. X 367 ff. Τορων- is due to assimilation, 
ef. § 134, end. 

The MSS. of Hdt. have ε for ὁ in -κόντερος, ὅθ. Examples: 
πεντηκοντέρων, τριηκοντέροισι. In IIT 41, 124, VI 138, the MSS. 
vary ; but in each case Stein has adopted the -xovrepos form. 
The Ionic form contains the simple form of the root ép- (ἐρέσσω, 
ἐρέτης), whereas the Attic πεντηκόντορος, τριακόντορος have the 
ablaut dp-. Both forms, τριακόντορος and τριακόντερος, occur in 
Attic imscr., and in the fourth century only; but the former is 
the more frequent. The ablaut form in op is the one to be 
expected from the composition of the word, but the e form often 
makes its way into the second part of a compound. Cf. § 295 
on δημιοεργός. 
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138.| E in Ionic =I of other dialects, 

Names derived from, or connected with, Διόνυσος exhibit a 
greater elasticity of vowel relations in Ionic than elsewhere. 

We have above, § 137, met with the sui generis Διένυσος ; be- 
sides this form we have Δεονῦς, in No. 196, Maroneia, and 
Δεονῦδος in τοῦ, Erythrai. The ε vowel we have also in Δεουνῦς 
upon a coin of Imhoof-Blumer’s collection (below § 246), in 
Δεύνυσος Anakreon, 2:1; 11, (but Διόνυσος 54, 55, 131), and in 
the abbreviated AEO on coin legends of Abdera, Bechtel, 163,. 
Is the ε here due to a confusion with that of θεο-, with which διο- 
is often interchangeable in proper names? See ΤΉΒΒΒΑΙΤΑΝ, § 28. 

In sharp opposition to this ε are the forms with 1, which are 
very common, Examples are: Διόνυσος Tasos, 104,,, Eryth. 
206 B 24, and often elsewhere; Διονύσιος Smyrna 1533, 8» 
Thasos (L) 15 C 4, Thasos (Li) 19 B,, 20 B 11, Kyzik. 111,, 
Olbia 131,,, 261 (of uncertain locality), Halik. 241; Διονυσᾶδος 
Abdera, 163, 15, Coins of brit. Mus., Thrace 66, nos. 62, 68, 85, 
and in almost every other Ionic quarter. Ionic also is Διώνυσος. 
On the probable connection with Ζεύς by folk-etymology, see 
Baunack (Gortyn, p. 67, note 1), and Solmsen, Δ, Ζ. XXIX 8g. 
Cf. also Frogs 215, Apoll. Argon. IL 905, IV 1132. 

189.] E for H. 

μέν" for μήν in the formulae ἢ μέν Hdt. 1196; μὴ μέν 168, 11 
66, V 106; ye μέν VI 129, VII 152, 234; ἀλλὰ-μέν IT 20, 32, 
TY 7, VIL 103; κα μεν 1V 45, ὙΠῸ. CEL, Greg. Kor. 6%, 
Hdt. here adopts a usage common to Homer, and not unknown 
in Attic. Cobet, Misc. Crit. 365, 1s an advocate of the view, with 
which Kirchhoff agrees, that Homer has only ἢ μέν, μὴ μέν, not 
A μήν, μὴ μήν. Bekker would recognize only μάν, and μέν when 
called for by the metre. Cf. Monro, Hom. Gram. § 342 ff. 
With μέν are connected the Thessalian, Homeric and Attic μά, 
as κέν is connected with κά. Homeric μάν and μήν are probably 
not directly related. 

ἄπλετος is said by Bredow, p. 143, to be used by Hat. for 
ἄπλητος -- ἄπλᾶτος (πελάω). This ἄπλητος occurs first in Hesiod, 
then in the Hymn to Demeter, and also in Sim. Am. 7,4. ἄπλετος 
is, however, to be classed with πλη, πλε (πίμπλημι), and not with 
any derivative of πελάω. Both ἄπλητος and ἄπλᾶτος are restricted 
to poetry, while ἄπλετος occurs in poetry and prose. Cf. Siegis- 
mund in Curtius Stud. V 201. ἄπλᾶτον, Trach. 1093 (dialogue) 
cannot well be Attic. 

ἑσσοῦμαι in Hdt., ef. Attic ἡττάομαι, out of which ἧττα was 
formed, Wackernagel, K. Ζ. XXX 299. Hadt. has ἑσσοῦντο 1 67 ; 
-μένους I 82; ἑσσωθείς 1 207; ἑσσοῦσθαι 111 22, το. chiefly in 


1 Ιακῶς Hdn. II 144, on Il. Υ 478. 
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d. Brugmann conjectures unnecessarily (Berichte d. siichs. Gesell. 
d. Wiss. 1883, p. 193, cf. Osthoff Perfect. 449) that ἑσσοῦμαι 1s 
from ἕσσων, whose ε represents a mechanical change of ἡ (cf. ἧκα, 
Attic ἥττων) to ε, in order to bring the comparative into line 
with κρέσσων, Ionic for κρείσσων. But cf. sécus and sécius for a 
like ablaut variation. Stein edits ἥσσων (cf. ἧσσον 198; ἥσσονες 
V 86, VIII 1133. ἡσσόνων VII 18; ἥσσοσι VIII 83) and is 
here supported in part by the unanimous voice of the MSS. 
Elsewhere the MSS. are in a terrible state of confusion. The 
other prosaists have 7, e.g. Demokr., 15, Hippokr. III 190. The 
superlative has always ἡ. Kriiger holds to ἕσσων, Formentlehre, 
§ 23, 4, 3. 

ε is shortened from ἡ in νέες, νέας (cf. Greg. Kor. 10). 

ΘαργελέοΪ ς] for Θαργη- Chios, 174 C 18? 

μεδέων Archil. 138, ablaut form of μηδέων ; cf. μέζεα Usd. WV. 
D. 512, called Ionic by Greg. Kor. p. 535. 

Some of the grammarians of antiquity, chiefly Tzetzes, assumed an Ionic 
συστολή in such words as ξερόν in Homer=Messenian and Herakleian ξηρόν 
(Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 61,5, 906), γεραιός (ibid. 90,4), Where we have in reality ablaut 
forms. 


ἵλεος appears to be the Herodoteian form, ΓΝ 94, VI gi. The 
interrelation of this form, which is also Kretan, with ἵληξος and 
ἴλλαος 15 a much-vexed question. ἵλεος represents the mutation 
ἵλη-, ἷλε-, the forms with a an old ablaut form tad-. Archilochos, 
759, has ἵλαος (—V¥) according to Bergk, for which Fick proposed 
without justification to read ἵλεως. Cf. ἵλᾶος in Theognis 782. 
iddos is Ionic as well as Attic (which has also fAdos). See Pischel, 
B. B. VIL 332 and Solmsen, K. Ζ. XXIX 351. The Hesychian 
εἰλῆς εἶ * ἵλεως εἶ, has been read εἴλης εἶ, and explained as an 
Asiatic-Ionic perfect, 

Whether the form of the adjective is ἵλεως or ἵλεος in Ionic, is still a matter 
of contention, since the ground-form of the word has not been cleared up by 
the Lakonian SIAFFO (Roehl 75 = Rob. I No. 261). It is even a matter 
of dispute what is the genuine Homeric form. Nauck has called for ἵληος and 
ἵλεος in place of ἵλαος and ἵλαος. Stein’s claim that ἵλεος is the Herodoteian 
form is supported by the arguments of Wackernagel, K. Z. XXVII, p. 264. 

140. | Ionic E=A of non-Ionic dialects (Aiolic, Doric, &c.). 

(1) In this category falls first Ionic -εων -- -ἄων < -ἄξων or 
-αιων. 

ὀπάων Hom.=dréwv Hdt. IX 5o. 

Ποτειδάξων Korinth., Ποσειδάων Hom. (Aiol.) = ΠΠοσειδέων in 
Hdt.1, Ποσειδῶν Arch. ep. 114, for which we may read Ποσειδέων. 


Ποσειδάων in the Ionic elegy is due to the pressure exercised upon the elegy 
by the epic. Cf. Theog. 692. In Archil. 10 Ποσειδάωνος ἄνακτος, as given 


* Tonic Ποσειδέων Hdn. 1 3826, 11 917,,, cf. An. Ox. III 2414.5. 
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by Bergk, is not supported by MS. evidence, though corresponding to Ποσει- 
δάωνα ἄνακτα iad XV 8. The objection that if Archil. may adopt τοῖο from 
Homer, he has an equal right to -dwyos is not cogent, since -o1o is an ancient 
Ionic termination and not obsolete in old Ionic poetry, while -ἄων cannot be 
shown to be the property of any historical period of the Ionic dialect. Fick’s 
substitution, Ποσειδήωνος, is based upon Ποσιδηϊών Anakr. 6, Ποσειδέων Archil. 
114, νηός 4, marhova 76 tetr. (on the peculiar position of παιήων in Homer, see 
Fick, Odyssee, p. 17), and ἀλλήων, Naxos, 23, where ἤων seems to be an inter- 
mediate stage between -ἄων and -ὧν. ae 


᾿Αμυθᾶων Hom.=’Apvdéwy Hdt. ᾿Αλκμάων, ᾿Αλκμαίων Hom. 
=Hdt. and Attic “AAkuéwv= Dorie ᾿Αλκμᾶν from ᾿Αλκμάξων. 
(Cf. Fritsch, /. H. D. 39, Johansson, B. B. XV 183, below 
§ 141, Merzdorf, Curtius’ Stud. IX 238.) With Φιλέων in 
Φιλεωνίδ ε]ος Thasos, 73, ef. Φιλάων in Hdt. VIII 11, which is, 
however, the name of a Kyprian. Mayéwy Thas. (Louvre) 10,, = 
Hom. Μαχάων, a form retained by Hrd. 40. 

(2) Ionic genitives in -ew=G(ox)o, ᾿Ατρείδεω, &e., see § 425 ff. 
When metathesis quantitatis is involved, as in the genitive, an ε 
is always the result. 

(3) Genitive pl. in -εων Ξε -ἄων (Boiot., Thessal. (-αου»), Hom.). 
Homer’s gen. in -ewy (H 1, φ 191) and -ewv, -ῶν are Tonic. 
Menrad, De Contract. et Syniz. p. 41, calls for the restoration of 
-ewy and -ew wherever possible in the text of Homer, despite the 
fact that -ewy is always diphthongal in the Ionic lyric. 

(4) Aeds=Aads (cf. ὁ 160), and in proper names: Hdt., ’Apxe- 
σίλεως, Xapidews, Μενέλεως (Μενέλαος Hdt. IV 169, of a λιμήν), 
and ’AvagiAews, as in Miletos 93, not long after 600 B.c. So in 
λεωφόρον Anakreon, 157, Chios, 175 (cf. λαοφόρος, of a road, 
Il. XV 682), Λεωκράτης, Λεωμέδων (Hrd. 4,), and many other 
forms on inscriptions. The MSS. of Hdt. are not consistent (cf. 
II 124, V 42). Even in the case of Doric names he occasionally 
uses the Ionic forms; 6.9. Λεωπρέπης VI 85, but Λαοδάμας, 
Λαοδίκη, το. (ὃ 158). The latter form is a contamination of Doric 
Aaodixa and Ionic Λεωδίκη. Examples of ἡ thus conjoined with 
Doric ἃ are rare. Variation in proper names must be expected 
even upon inscriptions: thus we have, Chios, 177, AewoéPeo| s] 
1. 3, but -τόλαος 1.14. Hekat. had λεώς according to An. Ox. 
I 265.0, ef. Zeleia 114 C 6. 

With these compounds of λεώς, and ᾿Αμφιάρεως ἴῃ Hdt., ef. 


1 Cf. Greg. Korinth., p. 42. ᾿Αμφιαράου Oropos, 182, a non-lonic form. 
᾿Αμφιάρηος ο 244 (Zen, -dp- Aristar.), and ᾿Αμφιάρεως upon vases led Kretschmer 
(K. Ζ. XXIX 415) to call ᾿Αμφιάρεος New Ionic. The same scholar, in common 
with Wackernagel K. Ζ. XXVII 265, regards ᾿Αμφιάραος, which is frequent 
upon Attic vases, as due to a folk-etymology which saw ἀράομαι in the 
verbal part. Pan-Hellenie no generally, but not necessarily, becomes eo in 
later Ionic (§ 287, 288). ᾿Αμφιάρεος in v. 1. Hdt. VIIT 134. 
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the Homeric ’AyéAews, Βριάρεως, &e, On the declension of λεώς, 
see § 477. : 

(5) Furthermore, in Ionic ἕως, τέως 1 (uaFo-s, taFo-s), μετέωρος, 
γεωπεδίον, &e., ὃ 289, cf. δίμνεως (from διμνᾶιος ?, see § 141) = Attic 
δίμνως, and in verbal forms, χρέωμαι, ἐξαναστέωμεν, ἐπιβέωμεν, 
μέμνεο Hdt. V 105, τεθνεός 1 112, &e. 

On θηέομαι-ε Attic θεᾶόμαι, see § 685. 

In almost every instance when primitive ἃ preceded a spirant 
and a vowel, Ionic attests the presence of εἴη place of a. The in- 
stances where this is not the case deserve to be brought out into 
clear light. ληός, in Hipponax, has already been referred to. In 
Hat. we do not find νεώς, as might be expected from the analogy 
of λεώς < Anos, but νηός, the epic form = Aiolic ναῦος 2. Herodotos’ 
preservation of νηός is artificial and not in consonance with the 
genius of the Ionic dialect, which would call for νεώς ; a form 
which in fact appears in composition: νεωποιήσαντες Samos 222. 
vew- is the Hellenistic form, and as such is also not foreign to 
Aiolic monuments; but it may be safely claimed as genuine Ionic, 
even though the Samian inscription is not old, 


141.] Ionic E=AI of other dialects. 

Tonic γέη, γῆ and epic γαῖα may be regarded as forms phonetically 
interdependent, though the parallelism of ᾿Αθηναία, adduced by 
Bechtel (lonische Inschr. No. 62), is faulty, since there is no 
Χ᾽Αθηνέη. We have here to do with strong and weak case forms, 
as is shown on γῆ, under Declension. 

A further example adduced as cogent is ἀγεόμενοι Hdt. VIII 
69, though in Homer, v 16, Hesiod, W. D. 333, and Archilochos, 
25, the original at cannot be impeached ; nor does an  ἀγέομαι 
for ἀγαίομαι win our sympathies when ἀγάσσεσθαι, &c., are com- 
pared. Fritsch (7. H. D. p. 39) is inclined to the view that 
ἀγεόμενοι can have originated only in a period when a was 
written ε (150 4. Ὁ. according to Meisterhans, p. 27). Cf. παρα- 
κέεται I] 130 (C. P. d.) for παρακαίεται. If recourse to this 
means of accounting for the form dye- be deemed too bold, we 
may be compelled to dissociate ἀγέομαι from ἀγαίομαι, and to 
class the former with such verbs as ἀρέομαι. Cf. Hesychios, 
ἄγη" map Ἡροδότῳ βασκανία. We must withdraw beyond the 
realm of probability any suggestion that ἀγαίομαι was the ground 
form which, through 1 passing into the glide and by an Ionie 
weakening of a to ε, became dyéoua. Curtius, Verbum, I 176, 
does not mention dyéopat. 


* Bredow, p. 50. τέως was adopted by Attic prose and poetry. 

* νηός is derived from a stem yaf-, vados from a stem vif-, both stems 
combining to form the declension. Cf. the intermixture of strong and weak 
stems in the case of vais, νηῦς, ‘ship.’ The stem yaf- arose from the loca- 
tive *raf et. 
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᾿Αλκμέων Hdt., Samos in Imh.-Bl. G. 17. 401, δίμνεως, Hat., 
are not to be derived directly from the a of ᾿Αλκμαίων or of 
μναιαῖος (Wackernagel, Δ΄. Ζ. XXVII 267), but from the ἃ of 
᾿Αλκμάων or of ἔμναια (Kretschmer, K. Ζ. XXIX 416; Johans- 
son, δ, δ. XV 183 and § 421). ᾿Αλκμαίων contains a suffix 
oe from that in ᾿Αλκμάων. In Alkm. 71 the a is probably 
short. 

On κύπερος Ξεκύπαιρος, see § 142. 

142.] Ionic E=EI of other dialects. 

On antevocalie ε from εἰ, see § 219. 

μέζων in Herakl. and Hdt.< μεγιίων, a more original form than 
peiCov'. μείζων is the poetical form (Theog. 338, 517, with no 
case of μέζων), though μέζων appears upon a metrical inscription 
from Attika, B.C. H. VIII 470%. In Anaxag. 6, τό, Simplicius 
has μείζων, which Mullach has changed to μέζων. So too in all 
cases where μείζων appears in Ionic writers quoted by Stobaios, 
e.g. Demokr. 15. The form with εἰ has not been cleared up de- 
spite the efforts of Brugmann (Ber. d. sdichs. Gesell. d. Wiss. 1883, 
p- 193, Grundriss, I ὃ 639) and of Osthoff (Jenaer Litteraturzett. 
1878, Art. 476, Zur Gesch. des Perf. 449) to refer it to the 
analogy of χείρων, ἀμείνων. Brugmann adopts the same ex- 
planation for κρείσσων = κρέσσων. Cf. also K. Z XXIX 140. 
The analogy of πλείων, μείων is more obvious, and is less open to 
objection. μέζων has been imitated by Lukian, Syr. 12, 19, 22 
(despite μεῖζον Io in all MSS., as in /. A, 6) and in the Astr. 5, 6. 
In Arrian pe is well attested, but it is absent from the text of 
Euseb. Mynd. Eusebios 3 has μέζον. Hippokrates and Aretaios 
adopt the Ionic form in a large majority of instances. Herodas 
has μέζων 12 times, μείζων once (356). 

κρέσσων ὅ, formed from the strong’ base xper-, which does not 
elsewhere appear in Ionic, though well attested in the case of 
Arkado-Kyprian, and perhaps not foreign to Aiolic. κρέσσων 
occurs in Hdt., Demokr. Mor. 94, 191, 193, 218, Hipponax 79, 
Anan. 3,, Phokyl. 5,, though in these poets the reading κρέσσων is 
disputed by some MSS. Theognis, 218, 618, 631 (O κρείσσων), 
996, has κρέσσων ; which is sufficient authority to justify Renner’s 
displacement of κρείσσων, 1074, 1173. The Herakleiteian form 
is doubtful (47, 109). I hold fast to my assertion (Diphthong EI, 
Ῥ. 58) despite the objections urged against it, d. J. P. VIII 98, 
that it is impossible for yod with taw to have become oo, and at 
the same time to have changed « to εἰ in the preceding syllable. 
Hippokrates and Aretaios have κρέσσων, a form which recurs in 


1 Greg. Kor. 54; in An. Ox. II 392,, μέζων is called Aiolic. : 

2 μέζων appears upon a Tegeatic inscription, B.C. H. XIII 281. It is also 
found in Epicharmos 32, Pindar and Theokritos. ᾿ 

3 Greg. Kor. 54. κρέσσων occurs also in Pindar and Theokritos. 
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Euseb. Mynd. το, 62, though the MSS. of the Neo-Platonist 
have μείζων. In the letters of Hippokrates the Ionic form has 
been carefully imitated (1759, 57, 2754). In Protagoras we read 
κρείσσω. κρέσσον occurs upon an Attic epigram of the fifth 
century A.D. in Kaibel 170, and upon one from Thebes of the 
third century B.c. (K. 498). 

els, ἐς « ἐνς, see under Prepositions. The usual Ionic form 
appears to be és, though εἰς is not unknown. εἰς in Ionic con- 
tains a spurious, in Aiolic a genuine, diphthong. 

κύπερος, an aromatic plant used by the Skythians for em- 
balming, Hdt. IV 71, Hesych. s.v. κύπερα. Whether this is 
connected with the marsh plant, κύπειρον Il. XXI 351 (Hesych. 
s.v.), is doubtful. Eustath. 1239,, mentions also κύπαιρον, which 
is Doric (969,, 1648,), cf. alyepos, αἴγειρος Hdn. II 411,,. The 
forms with εἰ are from -epi-, those in -ep- are devoid of the 
suffix -,o-. 

δέκνυμι (ἀποδεκνύντες Chios, 174 B 14, also upon a document 
from Kos in Newton’s Ancient Greek Inscrip. in the Brit. Mus. 
No. 260 (third cent.) ; δέξαι, δέξασθαι, δεχθῆναι, δεδέχθαι, ἀπό- 
δεξις 1, in Hdt.; Hippokrates has ἀπόδειξις, and Hdt. himself 
often has the εἰ in verbal forms, 6.5. II 30, IV 79, VI 61, ΙΧ 
82, which editors remove. In Herodas we find no trace of the 
form dex-. δέδεκται is read by Gomperz in pseudo-Hippokr. περὶ 
τέχνης ὃ 10; ἀπόδεξις Huseb. Mynd. 25, but ἀναδειξάμενοι 31. 
δέκνυμι 15 to be separated from δείκνυμι and compared with doceo*. 
The poets offer no example of δέκνυμι (δείξει Solon, το, ἔδειξε 
Theog. 500), nor does Herakl. (cf. 44), or Arrian. G. Meyer’s 
suggestion (Gramm. § 115, note) that δειδέχαται is connected with 
doceo and δέξαι, &e., is scarcely to be accepted. Cf. Bechtel, 
Gott. Nachr. 1890, No. 1, p. 31. 

epyw=elpyw (the distinction between εἴργω and εἵργω is late 
and fanciful), Η αὖ. uses ἔργω (ἀπεργμένον, ἀπέρξαι, κατέργοντες, 
&c., Bredow, p. 153), and not εἴργω ὅ or ἐέργω. ἐξεῖργον V 22, 
is due apparently to the variable augment of ἔργω, and need 
not therefore be classed with κατειργνῦσι IV 69, ἀπείργουσα TX 
68, where the MSS. agree in demanding a form stamped as un- 
Herodoteian by all other passages. Since in Homer both εἴργω 
and éépyw* are well established, a change of τῆλέ pe εἴργουσι 


1 δέξω &c. Joh. Gr. 240 B, Greg. Kor. 36, Meerm. 652, Aug. 668, Par. 680, 
Vat. 698, An. Ox. IL 176,, (Choirob.), 11 1951) (Choirob.), ef. An. Par. III 57,,, 
Pa Bachm. II 3699. δελός --δειλός is a fictitious form, Meerm. 652, Vat. 

98. 

2 So far as I am aware no scholar has accepted the conclusions of Méller 
in regard to δείκνυμι, K. Ζ. XXIV 462. 

5. Anan. 3, has καθείρξαι, a doubtful form. Theognis, 686, 710, 1180, has 
elpyw, which I would not change with Renner. 

* Ἰωγικῶς, An. Ox. IV 186.6, Choirob. 5619. 
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to τῆλέ μ᾽ ἐέργουσι is not advisable. No prose document contains 
eépyw. See Schulze, K. Z XXIX 235. 


143.] Varia. 

The ¢ in ἐξαιθραπεύοντος Mylasa, 248,, is a prefix to help out 
€ as representative of the Old Persian χῇ. Wiese, B. B. V go, 
suggests that ἐξ- is due to a popular etymology which connected 
the word with the preposition. Cf. ἐξσατραπεύοντος C. 1. G. 
2919, Tralles; ἐξσατράπης Theopompos, Lobeck, H.1 144. A 
parallel example from Attic is ᾿Βξυπεταιών C. I. A. TIT 1110, 
for Ξυπεταιών C. 1. A. 1 243. Cf. Benfey, Kl. Schr. IV 26 ff. 

yépwos is said to be an Ionic form of yupivos, Eust. 1864,. 


The vowel 1 (short 1). 


144.| Ionic I= ΒΕ. 

1. E+ 0+ consonant +« becomes i! in ἱστίη in the Ionic of Homer 
and of Hdt., as in other dialects. Cf. ξιστίαυ Arkad., ἹΙσστιαίε[ι7ος 
Thessal., ἹΙσστιαΐδας Boiot. and Doric (Lokrian, Kretan, Syraku- 
san, Herakleian), Aiolic and Attic alone having preserved the ε 
vowel here. In Kretan we find also the ε form (Cauer, 116,,), 
and ἀνέστιος occurs in Hom. IX 63. In Hdt. we find ioria I 
176, ‘lorins 11 50, ἱστιητορίου IV 35, ἐπίστιος I 35, ἱστιῆσθαι 
V 20 (cf. the υ. 4), ἱστίη VI 86 (δ) for the ἑστίη of all MSS., 
Ἱστιαίη, Ἱστιαῖος, ᾿ἱστιαιῶτις (δ 194), &e. Greg. Korinth. p. 500, 
quotes éztorios. The editors of Hdt. have now removed all cases 
of εἐστ- from the text, even ὑἹστιαιεύς having been substituted for 
‘Eor-, though attested by Plutarch. Cf. the variation between 
Homeric Ἱστίαιαν Hdn. I 272,,, IL 512,;, and Apollodoros’ 
‘Eortaiay (III 7, 3). Hrd. has ἑστίη 449, 7109- 

In συνεστίῃ VI 128, the MSS. have -eor-. For various con- 
jectures, see Stein, ad loc. Bechtel Zhas. (Li), 18 B το, writes 
“ἙἸ]στιαίου. Hesychios has ἑστιᾶχος".... Ζεὺς παρ᾽ Ἴωσιν. 

Hekataios’ é00.= Attic ἴσθι (Hdn. II 355;), so far from being 
an original formation whose ε had not yet become 1, is a new 
coinage due to the analogy of forms with ε-- I.E. *z-dhi, 
imperat. of +/es, became ἴσσθι in the proto-Hellenic period. 

ε before ¢+cons., when the latter is not followed by 1, does 
not become 1; ¢.g. eveorat Hdt. I 85, ἀπεστοῖ IX 85. 

2. Μινδαίων on late coins of Mende for older Μενδαίων, Kirch- 
hoff, A/ph.* 119. ; 

3. The corruption of antevocalic « to ι, so frequent in Thessalian, 


1 Of. Collitz, 4. J. P. VIII 216, who suggests that the change is late. It 
is certainly confined to certain dialects. On ἱστίη see Eust. 280,7) 1 56160, 
156253, 157947, Ht. M. 3824,, Ἱστίαια Eust. 2805. 


΄ 
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Boiotian, Doric, Kyprian, &c., is rare in Ionic, if indeed it can 
be shown to exist at all. Καλλιμένιος 36 (Amorgos) is doubtless 
a mere slip on the part of the engraver. νιανισκάρχην is a late 
spelling in Tanais, Latyschev II 44745» 4485; cf. 4519, 4547> 
4553. The nearest approach to z is the pronunciation of ε as a 
semivowel in the synizesis eo. This semivocalic ε may disappear 
in contract verbs, as in Arkad. ἑλλαν]7οδικόντοιν 12571. CE. 
νενοσσευμένα Hdt. I 159. Before o, ε not unfrequently dis- 
appears in prose: Θόκλος Styra, 19g9g, Θοδίων 19573, Κλόδεινος 
19991, Ετοκλέης] τοις. Cf. Megarian Θοκλείδα, Θοκλῆς Mitts. 
VIII 189, 190. Fritsch’s paper in Curtius Stud. VI (cf. pp. 
125-132), is at present scarcely trustworthy as regards Ionic. 
A reverse process has given us @e- in Boiot. Θέσζοτος and 
Θέδωρος, perhaps from Θεύδωρος. 

4. ἔριγμα, Hippokr. from ἐρείκω ; ἔρεγμα Theophr. 

A nominative ipfs=épfs (Thessal.) is assumed by Baunack, K, Z. XXVII 
565; and for ipeves, ἰρέες is substituted by the same scholar in Hdt. IX 85. 


145.| Ionic I= ΕἸ. 

See under I, ᾧ 197, for supposed cases of itacism in Jonie. 

ἴκελος varies with εἴκελος in the MSS. of Hdt. as in those of 
Homer. I have shown in J. J. P. VI, p. 439, that the of the 
form ἴκελος is not descended from the εἰ of εἴκελος by the merging 
of «+ into τ, and by the weakening of this τ tov. tkedos is= 
*(e)ikeAds, and is morphologically the older form, εἰκ- having 
lost its « upon the accent originally shifting to the final syllable 
in ἴκελος. Adjectives in -Aos are usually oxytone. With this 
interrelation of εἰκ- and ἐκ-, cf. ἄφενος, γῆρας (strong forms) and 
ἀφ(ε)νειός, yepards (weak forms). εἴκελος owes its εἰ to the in- 
fluence of -εικής, εἰκών, &e. Stein reads εἴκελος III 81, εἴκελα 
VIII 9, προσείκελα IIL 110, προσεικέλους IV 61, προσείκελος 
IV 177. Dem. Mor. 21 has ἰκέλη. The Et. Mag. 297,,, states 
that εἴκελος is the correct form, though ἴκελος often occurs; and 
that in composition only the form with « is admissible. This 
testimony is of course not authoritative for the fifth century. 
In Homer Fixedos occurs 17 times, while βείκελος has the v. ὦ, 
ἔκελος (itacistic) 16 times. Hippokrates, Aretaios, and Uranios 
prefer the . form, which is doubtless. to be adopted in the Dea 
Syria, 25, 33, 40 (cf. Astr. 10, 20), though from the MSS. of 
Lukian we cannot learn which form the satirist used. 

The existence of parallel forms in εἰ and ὁ in the name of 
Poseidon, and in names derived therefrom, does not substantiate 
the presence of itacism in this word. Hdt. VII 115 has 
ΠΠοσιδηίου, IIL gi Ποσιδηίου with ΠΠοσειδηίου as v.2. The Ionic 
name of the god in Hdt. is Ποσειδέων (12 times). Cf. also 


.  Hdny ΠΟΤ": 


145. | THE VOWEL 


Ποσειδωνιήτης I 167, and Ποσειδώνιος IX 71, 85. 
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On the 


Archilocheian Ποσειδάων, see above, under E, § 140. Archilo- 
chos has Ποσειδῶν, or perhaps Ποσειδέων ep. 114. 

_ Asregards the inscriptions, which speak with greatest authority 
im cases similar to this, their testimony is as follows :— 


With εἰ. 
Ποσειδεωνίο(υ) Pantikap., Laty- 
sch. IT agr, 139}, 
Ποσειδώνιος Ephesos, Imh.-Bl. 
(77 27}. 
ΠΟσειδωνίο[υ] 1535,, Smyrna. 
Ποσειδώνιος 13146, a7) 4g, Olbia. 
Ποσειδώνιος 240.., 47, Halik. 
ΠΠοσείδειος Thasos (Louvre), 10,,. 
Ποσειδείου Maroneia, Head, 7. 
N. 216. 
Ποσειδῶνος 206 B 31, Eryth. 
Ποσειδίππου Thasos (Louvre), 


With . 
ΠΠοσίδειος 234 B 34, Perinthos. 
ΠΟοσιδείου Jahrb. fiir Phil., Suppl. 
Vol. V, 487, No. 47, and Vol. 
ΧΕ ΝΟ 21. 
ΠΠοσιδέου 1535;)» Smyrna. 
a 177.» Chios. 
ΠΟοσιδηίου 196;, Maroneia. Cf. 
the form in Hdt. 
Ποσιδηιών C.I.A.1283,, (Ionic?). 
Ποσιδῶναξ Ephesos, Imh.- Bl. 
Gir a76"A: 
ΠΠοσιδεῶνος 206 A 46, Erythrai. 


2,,,Maroneia, Head, H.NV.216. 


The Attic month Tocideév appears in Anakreon 6 as Ποσὶδηϊών. 
ae Tlootééns (Ποσιδῆς), the basis of Ποσιδήιος, &e., see Hdn. 

9176: 

As regards the age of the inscriptions, the only inscription 
with 1, dating certainly before 400, is that from Maroneia, 196,, 
the others with . being later; while those with εἰ are not older 
than the bulk of those with τ. Chronological considerations do 
not therefore make in favour of the origin of the forms with 1 
from those with εἰ. Despite the obscurity which attends this 
word (cf. Prellwitz, B. B. IX 331), it is evident that the varia- 
tion between εἰ and, which is confined to no single dialect, must 
depend upon stem-gradation. On this view the εἰ and 1 stand in 
no immediate relation to each other. 

The 1 of Πισίστρατος Samos, 225, though of uncertain quantity, 
does not necessitate the assumption of itacism, when compared 
with Πεισωνεί(νου) Teos, Imh.-Bl. α΄. 77. 369. Cf. Πισίθεος in 
Delphic, Πισίας, Πισιδώρα, &e. 

To the forms terminating in -e1y from -es stems, quoted below, 
§ 215, there exist in the MSS. of Herodotos sporadic variants in 
-1n, none of which deserves recognition as a genuine Ionism ; and 
much less may they be adduced in evidence for the reduction 
of « tor. There is, however, a small list of forms with no trace 
of -εἰη, where Hdt. has -1m, Attic -.d. These are derived from 
κράτος, -wodns, and τύχη : δημοκρατίη, ἰσοκρατίη : edwdin: εὐτυχίη, 
συντυχίη : and λιπαρίη. 

Comparable with these forms is -ἰῶ in Attic substantives from 


΄- 
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sigmatic stems. This -1d, like the Ionic termination -17, represents 
a transference of the -ἰη (-1a), which is in place in O stems, to the 
-eo- declension. Forms in -id are claimed as the property of the 
νεωτέρα “Ids by a scholiast on Elektra, 996, quoted by Bredow, 
p. 189, but without foundation. Where the Attic poets have -ia 
(αἰκία, &e.), this termination should be classed with the Homeric 
and Hesiodic -in (11 occurrences im thesi, 3 im arsi), the ex- 
planation of which is still involved in obscurity, despite recent 
attempts to clear up the nature of the t. Cf. Jebb on Sophokles’ 
Flektra, 486 (small edition), Smyth, 4. J. P. VI 435, Danielsson, 
Gramm, Anm. 1 42, Johansson, K. Z. XXX 401, B. δι XV 176, 
Brugmann, Grundriss, 11 1, p. 313. Most of the epic words in 
question are so formed that -t would not permit their insertion 
into the verse. Whether Ionic ddeAin=Attic ὠφελία has 7 is 
very doubtful. 


146.| Varia. 

1. Jota and alpha are not phonetically related ; hence Σινώπη 
and Σανάπη (Schol. Ap. Rh. II 946) are not connected. 

2. xddvdiov Samos, 2205), Teos, Mitth. XVI 29213, 16, by 
syncope from χλανίδιον, ef. Euboian ἱἹἹππώνδης (Styra, 19573, ef. 
TQg99) and Boiotian names in -wvdas; Angermann in Curtius’ Stud. 
ΠῚ 


The Vowel O. 


147.| Ionic O=A of other dialects. 

1. Ona=oin forms in ᾽Αρτο-, ἀρρωδέω, &e., see above § 131; on 
Go, § 200. Prosthetic o in ὀτρογηφάγος Arch. 97, according to 
Et. M. 167,;, and Photios. Hesychios has ἀτρυγ-. 

2. Examples of op, po =ap, pa, are very rare: Βροτάχου 117 
Pantikapaion, and Ephesos (Wood’s Discoveries, App. 2, No. 2). 
Bpéraxos is further supported by the Hesychian gloss (s. v.) and 
by Hdn. IT 384,,=Et. Mag. 214,,, where the form is quoted 
from Xenophanes! and Aristophanes, Hippokrates used βότραχος 
for Bpdrayos, according to Galen. The dialects of Lesbos, Boiotia, 
and Thessaly are generally held to evince a strong predilection in 
favour of the weak op, po, though Brugmann (Grundriss, I § 292) 
makes mention only of Lesbic and Boiotian forms. I have, 
however, shown 4. P. A. XVIII 104, 159, that it is inadvisable, 
if not futile, to attempt to set up such a restriction. Bpdraxos 
was the name of a Gortynian worthy of an epigram by the 
great Simonides (127), though the substitution of po for pa is not 


* Βρόταχον' τὸν βάτραχον Ἴωνες καὶ ᾿Αριστοφάνης καὶ παρὰ Ἐενοφάνει. For 
this differentiation between Ionians and Xenophanes, cf. above, p. 31, note. 
Bergk* does not register the word. 
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elsewhere attested as a peculiarity of Kretan speech. But at 
best βρόταχος can have been but partially adopted by Tonic}, 
According to the express testimony of the scholiast on Jdiad, 
A 243, Eustath. 1]. 468,,, and Greg. Korinthios, p. 414 (cf, An. 
Par. ΠῚ 57,,), the Herodoteian form was βάθρακος, a form not 
adopted by Stein (IV 131, 132). Cf. Roscher in Curtius’ Studien, 
IV 189, whose etymological combinations are somewhat out of 
date, German /ré¢e being the phonetic equivalent. Hesychios 
reports also βύρθακος, Bépraxos, βράταχος, βρύτιχος. 

βρόγχος is Hippokratie; cf. Et. M. 21.5.9 (21149): 1) μὲν συνή- 
θεια βρόγχον καλεῖ, of δ᾽ ἀρχαῖοι βράγχον. Cf. Hdn. II 284,, 
483,9; 127. 

πορδακός Sim. Amorg. 21=Attie παρδακός. Archilochos 140 
has, however, παρδακός. Sim. Am. 14 has πάρδαλις, not the o 
form which was once thought to be Ionic. πόρδαλις in Ven. A, 
N 103 (cf. Spitzner), P 20, ® 573 though Aristarchos read παρὸ-. 
Some of the ancient grammarians attempted to set up a distinction 
between an Tonic πόρδαλις and Attic πάρδαλις (Ht. M. 652,,, Phot. 
383, Apoll. Lex. 133,,, Hust. 7875), 8901), 92253, &¢e.). πύρδαλιν 
is Aiolic. This form occurs Arist. Lysistrata, 1015 Rav. and 
frag. 478 K. 

The form KadAlorporo[s] has been adduced from one of the 
Styrian lead tablets as proof of the influence of Boiotian vocalism 
upon the dialect of Styra. In Bechtel, No. 19,,,, we read 
-otpAr clearly enough, Vischer’s -crpO being incorrect. All 
other examples of the supposed interdependence of Boiotian and 
Styrian have in like manner been deprived of their validity upon 
more careful examination of the evidence, cf. § 157. In Styra 
we have Στράτων 1944,- 

In διέφθορα Hipp. VIII 246 (cf. Μ. XV 128), ἔφθορα Galen, 
op is the ablaut of ep, as in Ark. ἐφθορκώς C. 1). 1. 12224514. 

3. Hippokr. VIL 356, VIII 156 has μολόχης in 8, vulg. μαλάχης 
as θ in VIII 380. μολόχης in Antiphanes (158 K), μολόχα 
Epicharmos (104); μολόχη in a late Kretan inscription, dus. 
TAA 773. 

4. The inscriptions offer several instances of a preference for 
the o sound :— 

“Ooraxos Delos, 55 I, and B.C. H. VII 11, 1. 57, has been 
identified by Bechtel with ἀστακός, lobster. The form ὀστακός 
comes to light in Aristomenes, Γοητ. 2, and is quoted by Hesychios. 
It occurs also in Athenaios. Cf. Sturz, De dialecto Mac. at 
Alexandr. p. 70, who held that ὀστακός was Alexandrian. 

With ΚοἸ]μοσαρύη Phanagoreia, 167, cf. Καμασαρύη, a queen 
of Bithynia, C. I. G. 2855. See Dittenberger, Sy//. 104,. 


1 Modern Greek βροθάκα (Pontos), βορθακός (Crete) are not necessarily 
survivals of the ancient forms. 


- 
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’Epudvooca Chios, 174 A,, 4, a locality in Chios, suggests a 
comparison with ‘Epydévacoa, name of a woman and also of 
several cities. ; 

5. On Ionic (Attic) -κόσιοι -- Dorie and Boiot. -κάτιοι, Arkadian 
-κάσιοι, see under Numerals, and cf. Brugmann, 77. U. V 7 ff. 


148. 

A Slee between ἃ and o exists in the case of χαμᾶθεν Hdt. ΤΙ 125, 
where dz have χαμόθεν, a form attacked by Cobet (Var. Lect. 89) and expelled 
by him from Kratinos, Xen. (Hellen. VII 2, 7), and Aristotle. 

149.| O in Ionic=E. . 

Κυανοψιών, name of the month in Samos, Kyzikos (Remach, 
Traité, p. 489), also Attic (Berichte der Berl. Ahad. 1859, Ῥ. 739)- 
Cf. Πυανεψιών in inscriptions after Christ. See Schmidt’s 
Chronologie, p. 458, Brugmann’s Gr. Gr. Ὁ. 32 note. 

The old ablaut of Fepy (Fopy) occurs in ᾿Αθηνάης ᾿Οργάνης 
Delos, 54. Cf. Hesychios, s.v. Ὀργάνη: ἡ ᾿Αθηνᾶ, ἣν καὶ 
Ἐργάνην ἀπὸ τῶν ἔργων λέγουσιν. The same form of the name 
has come to light in Athens, Bull. dell. instit. di Corr. Arch. 
1874, 107. Cf. ὄργανον and later épyavov with its ε from ἔργον. 
See § 295. 

On 6Boa-, see § 137. 

150.| O in Ionic=OY, 

The Samian inscription, No. 220, has the new forms ἁλοργοῦς 
1. 23, ἁλοργοῦν 22, 30, ἁλοργήν 15, 16, ἁλοργά 36, ἁλοργάς 28, 
and παραλοργές 21; with which compare the Attic ἁλουργής 
and mavadovpyéa Xenophanes 3,. ἁλοργός is from ἁλο(ε)ργός, 
Bechtel, ad doc. Cf. δὲ 295, 314. 


151.| O in Ionic=Ol. 

From δεσπόνησιν in Kyzikos, I. G. A. 501, Rob. I 148,= 
δεσποίναις according to the commentators, we might conclude 
that Ionic o was here= Attic οι. No such interrelation of o and 
οἱ 15 known. It 15 possible that the o is due to that of δεσπότης, 
but Osthoff’s attempt to connect -mowa and πότνια (*potnija, 
Δ πότνια, *-rovrya, *-rova, -ποινα), does not provide us with the 
fitting key to explain the appearance of o in a δεσπόνη. On the 
dative termination, see § 450, 3. 

On anaptyctic 1 in Τροιζήνιος, see under OI, ὃ 228. 

152.| Varia. 

The assumption of hyphaeresis of o in Hdt. βοηθός is rendered 
easier if we recall the Homeric ὄγδοον ξ 287. With βοηθός ef. 
dopvéds, ΠΕειριθός, &c. No dialectal dividing line can here be 
established. See G. Meyer, Gramm. ὃ 152. 

On the change of o to v in Euboian Ionic, see under Y. On 
the substitution of o for the v of av, ev, see under these 
diphthongs. , 
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The Vowel ¥ (v). 

153. | 

The weak ablaut form of pey, poy appears in ῥυΐσκεται Archil, 
142. 

154.|] Ionic Y=O. 

The change of O to Ὑ is attested to a limited extent in Ionic :— 

Upon a Kymaian inscription (Bechtel, 3 A= Roberts, 1177 A) 
we find HYIIY (ὑπύ) twice; from which it is clear that of the 
Tonians, the Chalkidians! at least had not adopted the later #. 
Other instances from Euboian Ionic of a similar retention of the 
I.E. phonetic value of v as 00 do not stand on so sure a footing. 
Wilamowitz, Hom. Untersuch. p. 228, claims that the modern 
names Kuma and Stura are living witnesses to a pronunciation 
which held its ground throughout the Ionic period of the epos, and 
in fact to the dawn of Attic supremacy in Greece proper ; while 
in Asia Minor v had become # before the year 500%. The 
Styrian Μέτυικος 19,,, may stand for Μέτοικος ; but it is at 
best a doubtful form which has been illegitimately used to show 
the connection between Boiotian and Euboian Ionic? Cf. 
$$ 147, 2,157. No interrelation of o and v need be assumed on 
the score of Kepaddrns Styra, 1911» οι. (Κέφαλος 19215.017), or of 
Φιλύτης 1933, Since names in -ὕτη, &e., are primitive. Cf. Φιλύτα 
Kyrene, C. 1. G. 5143, Φιλυτῴ Delos, C. 1. G. 2310. Ὄλομπος, 
occurring’ on a vase, C, I. G. 8412, perhaps of Chalkidian work- 
manship, is of doubtful validity, as the inscription is not free 
from errors. 

As regards the Ionic of the mainland, we have but slender 
support for the assumption that the old pronunciation of v was 
retained. ῥυφεῖν in Hipponax +, 132, οἵ, ῥυφήματος (0), Hippokr. 
VI 198°, ὑπέατι Hdt. IV 70, ὄλονθος Hdt. I 193 (A BC and 
Athen. XIV 651 C), ὀλόνθων Hippokr. VIII 116 (6 C), VII 366, 
VIII 192, ὀλόνθους (8), ὄχλονθοι VIII 200 (8), are the only ex- 
amples from literature of the change of o to v®, In Phokaia v 
was pronounced as 00, if we may judge from ’YeAnrdv 172,, about 


! Κύμης τῆς ἐν ᾿Οπικίᾳ, Χαλκιδικῆς πόλεως Thuk. VI 4. 

2 Kirchhoff is inclined to believe that the Ionians adopted the % pronuncia- 
tion upon the reception of their alphabet by the other Greeks. 

3 Kyprian Στασίυικος Meister (G@. 2. II. p. 191) is not above suspicion. Hdn. 
II 368 », = Choir. 8329; : Ἴωνες τὸ τετυφυῖα καὶ τὰ ὅμοια λέγουσι διὰ τῆς οι διφθόγγου 
καὶ οὐ διὰ τῆς vt. Lobeck, El. ΤΠ 25, note 5, endeavours to parallel this remark- 
able statement with Theognos. 103); τρίττοια ἡ θυσία -- τριττύα. 

£ Bust. 143029 states that ῥυφεῖν is Doric and Ionic κατὰ τοὺς παλαιούς, and, 
to judge from what precedes, also Aiolic. 

5 Cf. v.1. VII 20, 26. 

6 Hipponax has also κροκύδειλος (Eust. 85552) or κροκόδειλος (Et. Gud. 34817). 
μυθῖται or better μυθιῆται, in Anakr, 16, is connected by L. 5, with μόθος and 
classed as one of the Aiolisms of the Teian bard. 


- 
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350 B.c. Hyele=Velia, the Oscan name being spelled with V, 
which the colonists reproduced by their Y (Hdt. I 167). 

Other forms from Hippokr. are ὀξόβαφον VIII 184 (0), and 
so VII 366, 368, 372, and perhaps Στυμάργεω V 84 (cf. στύμα 
Theokr. XXIX 25). 

That o became v in αἰσυ[μ]νήτηι Teos, 156 B 4, is not proven. 
Cf. Megarian αἰσιμνάτα[ς] C.D. 1. 3016. Cases of « arising from 
an v, which is itself from ο, are rare. 

There is no change of o to v in ὄνυμα, found in Κλεώνυμος 
Smyrna, 153;9, Exardévvpos Eryth. 206 A 15, Chios, Paspat. 2, 
Κλειτώνυμος Thasos (L.), 8, Πυθώνυμος Thas. (Li), 10 Β 12. v 
occurs in this word in Pindar, Aiolic, Boiot., Thessal., Phokian, 
Delphic, Aitolian, Megarian, Korinthian, Rhodian, in Aigina and 
Selinus, and is pan-Hellenic in ἀνώνυμος, εὐώνυμος (Ephesos 145), 
and δυσώνυμος (Hippon. 14). The extensive geographical reach 
of the forms with v, and the undeviating writing ἀνώνυμος, &e., 
render the assumption not improbable that the forms in v are 
original, those in o later. If the o forms are original, there can 
be no doubt that the vowel interposed between the nasals was in 
a pre-historic period a closed vowel, the first o remaining open. 

On the substitution of o for the v of av, ev, see under the head 
of these diphthongs. 


155.| Ionic T=I. 

Συκεεῦσιν, on the stelé of Sigeion, Bechtel, 103 = Roberts, 
142 Ato. In the Attic part of the inscription we find Σιγευεῦσι. 
The v is doubtless older since it is found on the epichoric document. 
The two forms are then interrelated as βυβλίον βιβλίον, Τυνδαριδᾶν 
Τινδαριδᾶν 1. G. A., 62 A, and Κυνδυῆς and Κινδυῆς on the Attic 
tribute lists. Lota does not pass into v in any Greek word. 

Hdt. has βύβλος, BYBAwos, βυβλίον (Hrd. 3,,). A mustering 
of the occurrences of these words in Stein’s edition shows that 
the chief support of the forms with u is derived from MSS. 
P. R., while in one-seventh of all passages there is no variant. I 
conclude, therefore, that Bredow’s distinction between βιβλίον, 
βίβλος (notione chartae scriptoriae, libellt) and βύβλος (notione libri, 
corticis papyri) voust fall to the ground, and that the Ionic of the 
fifth century preferred, if it did not recognize exclusively, the 
forms with v. The variants in favour of 1 are due to the scribes 
rather than to the influence of such actual forms in 1 as we find 
as early as 400 B.c. in Attic (Ὁ. I. A. 11, Add. 1 Β 25; Mitta. 
VII 368, concerning the Attic cleruchs in Samos, 346B.c.). The 
forms in « continue in Attic inscriptions until the second century 
B.C., after which βυβλίον is the normal form. See Birt’s 
Buchwesen, Ὁ. 12. 

μόλυβδος Hdt. I 186, III 56, has the variation μόλιβδος, ἃ 
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form that does not find any support in the Attic μολυβ[ δῶν], 
Ὁ. I. A. II 476,,, or in any other inscriptional form!. That the 
t form elsewhere foreed an entrance at an early period should not 
mislead us as regards Ionic. Homer has μολύβδαινα and μόλιβος. 

In δὴ Halikarnassian inscription (Bechtel, No. 241) we read 
ΗΜΥΣΚ, which Bechtel transcribes ἥμ(ι)σ(υ). This is possible, 
though the occurrence of ἥμυσυ upon Attic inscriptions (Ὁ. I. A. 
II 17,;) and elsewhere, e.g. Delos (B. C. H. II 580), renders the 
attempt to rescue this form for Ionic not overbold. Cf. Meis- 
terhans, Ὁ. 22, Blass, Aussprache®, p. 40. ἥμισυ occurs upon a 
late Chian coin, Head, H. N. 514, on a late inscription from 
Thasos, 72,,, upon one from Teos, 158,,, and in Sterrett, Papers 
of the American School, III 335. The forms in zo¢a are primitive, 
those in wpsi/on being due to an assimilation which could take 
place only at a period when the inherited tendency to avoid a 
succession of v’s was no longer felt *. 

On αἰσυμνήτης see above, § 154. Ionic here preserves the 
original v in the Teian αἰσυ[μ|νήτηι 156 B 4; and it is to the 
influence of Ionic that is due -αισυμνῶντος in Cherson. Taur. 
C. D. I. 3087,,, whereas αἰσιμνάτας is the Megarian orthography 
(Megara 3016, Selinus 3045 A 5, Chalkadon 3053,, Salymbria 
3068). Bechtel, C.D.I. 3016, conjectures that the change between 
the weak vowels v and s ensues when F originally preceded the 
strong vowel (ἄξετμα, diitun, ἀΐσθω). But ef. ᾿Αστίμαχος from 
ἄστυ, ἢ. M. XXXV 358. 

The interchange of v and z is at best but sporadic, e.g. 
᾿Αμφικτύονες 3, -κτίονες ; κυλύχνιον, Κυνθυκῶι, Χοιρύλος Delos ; 
Τινδάριδαι, ᾿Ελευΐνια Lakonia, ἱΙακυνθοτρόφος Knidos, Ὑάκινθος 
Lakonia. 


On a supposed change of a to v, see above, $132. An. Ox. 
I 442, cites as Chian θυούς = θεούς, ἡδύως Ξ- ἡδέως, Nvatodirns= 
Νεαπολίτης. Cf. Lentz’ Herodian I, p. xxv, 19. No such inter- 
relation of ε and v can be admitted. 


The Long Vowels. 
156.] A. 
The three subdivisions of Ionic uniformly present H in place of 
that A which is specifically Attic. No instances of the retention 


1 μόλυβδος Ionic-Attic, Eust. 13409; οἷ, 841.7, ef. Hdn. ΤΙ 551. : 

2 Τῇ Attic the iota held its ground in those forms which show no v in the 
endings. 

3 So Hadt., Attic inscriptions, 0. I. A. 11 54 A 24, Ditt. Syl. 702, ef 7149, &e., 
Delphic, J. 2. 186, &¢., Boiot., C. D. I. 4857, Aitol. C. D. I. 14109. ᾿Αμφικτίονες 
Hat., Attic, Ο. 1. A. 1 4401, Delphic, Ditt. 206,, Boiot., ΟἹ το 2; cls Hom. 
περικτίονες. The interrelation of the words has not been cleared up despite 
Kretschmer (K. Z. XXXI 429 ff.), whose y/k3u does not exist. 
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in Tonic of I.E. ἃ are found. Wheresoever ἃ occurs, it is the 
result of literary tendencies or of special laws operating within 
the dialect. The following categories of Ionic ἃ may be noticed : 

I. ds< dys as in πᾶσα, tas: § τότ. 

. ἄν, ap, ax < dv, dpF, dkF as in φθάνω, api}, φάρμακος : § 162. 
. By influence of analogous forms (μᾶλλον : μάλα) : § 163. 

. ἂλ « ἄλι when the accent does not fall upon the ἃ : § 164. 

. ἃ from αν before a, ε; ἡ; 1: § 208. 

6. ἃ by contraction of a+a (θᾶκος), a+spur. εἰ (νικᾶν), ate 
(dards, τιμᾶτε), α - (Aava). See under Contraction. 

7. By crasis of ata (τᾶλλα ὃ 261); by erasis of ate (τἀμά 
§ 272, 4). ; , 

Some instances of Ionic ἃ, which still baffle investigators, do 
not militate against the overwhelming mass of testimony making 
for the conclusion that Ionic ἡ has been substituted for every I.E. 
ἃ transmitted to the dialects. 

Names in Ὄνησ- do not disprove an Lonic-Attic ’Ovdciwy 
C. I. G. 2386 Paros, ἕζο. 

In some cases a slight correction of the traditional reading 
shows that the assumption of Ionic ἃ is baseless. Thus in 
Hipponax 13, Bergk reads aye? accursed, where ἁγέϊ or, better, 
évayet will remove the apparent difficulty. Cf. ὁ 532. Both 
ἅγής and ἐναγής contain the weak ablaut form of Skt. dgas. 
evayys in Parmenides has a different root. 

On ἃ in Homer, see Atonre § 18. 


impos 


A variation between ἃ and ἡ in the same word, as in Arch. dpa, Herodas 
ἦρα, is due to the different origin of the forms in question, ef. on 7 + a. 


157.| The dialect of Styra, it has been alleged, offers instances 
of an original Hellenic A, due to the influence of the speech of 
Boiotia!. While names of lonians may assume, it is true, 
a form inconsistent with the laws of Ionic, this happens solely 
when a special reason exists. Compare for example the names 
of the children of Kimon, where political preferences have 
dictated a nomenclature alien to Attic. So the Makedonians by 
their Πτολεμαῖος testify to the influence of the Homeric epos. 
In all other cases it must be denied that Ionic can admit a 
thoroughgoing contamination of its phonetics from the influence 
of a neighbouring speech-centre. The examples from the lead 
tablets are worthy of registration. Cf. Fick, G. G. 4. 1883, 
p- 125, Bechtel, Lon. Insch. Ὁ. 36, and above δ 147, 2, 154. - 

Σκοπάνωρ 105,6; to be read Σκόπανδρος. 


1 The view that the names in ὃ 157 are instances of the retention of a 
primitive Ionic a, parallel to Attic ἃ, and not yet changed to 7, does not call 
for refutation. Kirchhoff’s view that the ἃ of Γαρυβόνης (Rob. I 191 C) is 
Chalkidian Ionic is indefensible. See Alph.* 126. 
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-avridal s] 10:10» to be read ’Avrla[ ps]. 

Avoayopas 19544, an uncertain reading. 

Λαοκράτης 1939,, to be read A(e Joxpdris; since E and A are not 
infrequently confused in the tablets. 

Χαρίλαος 194.4, to be read Χαρίλ(ε)ως, unless the man is 
a Dorian. 

Λοχᾶγός 19,9, is based upon the Lakonian λοχᾶγός, which is 
in Attic, too, a loan form. Hdt. uses λοχηγέωί Way). 

Raves 19,9, 18 no name at all; which may be said of Lenor- 
mant’s Eivéas. In Roberts, I 189 F, upon a vase from a colony 
of Chalkis, we read Niven: and upon a Thasian inscription in 
the Louvre (3;), Atvnoins. Bechtel, 12, has Aivenrév, from 
Ainea. 

Adpaperos, cited by Karsten, p. 18, is in reality Δημάρητος, 
and is so read by Bechtel, 16,9. 

Hnyapoveds 19y9) 15 read by Bechtel Ἠηγεμονεύς. This and 
Δαμάρετος are due to Lenormant. 


158.| The retention of ἃ in Hdt. occurs in the names of non- 
Tonic personages and places which are of Dorie source. So a 
Athenians retained Πριήνη, &e., ᾧ 73. Gramm. Meerm. (649) : 
eis as λήγοντα ὀνόματα, ἐὰν μὴ ὦσι Δωρικά, els ἧς τρέπουσιν (" ΠΡῸΣ 
The following are instances of proper names with ἃ in Ηαΐ.:--- 

*Ayis VI 65, the Spartan, the clip-name of “HynoiAews, which 
oceurs VII 2c4. It is noteworthy that Hdt. uses the Ionic form 
of the adj. Σπαρτιήτης. 

᾿Αέροπος VIII 137, an Argive, VIII 139, ἃ Makedonian; but 
᾿Ηέροπος ΙΧ 26, a Tegeate. 

᾿Ακαρνάν I 62; ᾿Ακαρνανίη II το. 

᾿Απιδανός, the Thessalian river, VII 129; but "Hmdavds VII 
196. 

ΠΕ I 151, a city in the Troad = ’ApicByn B 836. The 
proper form may, however, be “ApusBa: so Strabo, XIV 635. 
Eustathios distinguishes between two cities, ᾿Αρίσβη and ᾿Αρίσβα: 
Hdn. I 308,, says that Hdt. used ᾿Αρίσβαν (ἰάζων). 

᾿Αριστέας ΤΙ 137, a Korinthian, Cf. ᾿Αριστέης IV 13, the 
Prokonnesian epic poet. 

Γυγάδας (χρυσός) I 14. This apparently irregular form (Γύγης 
elsewhere) is explained by the statement of the historian : ὑπὸ 
Δελφῶν καλέεται Γυγάδας ἐπὶ τοῦ ἀναθέντος ἐπωνυμίην. 

Δυμανᾶται V 68, a Doric tribe. 

Κρᾶθις I 145, a river in Achaia and also a river near Sybaris, 
V 45. 

Names in -Aaos. Μενέλαος of a λιμήν IV 169, and Μενελάου 
VII 169; ᾿Αρχέλαοι V 68; Λαοδάμας, a Phokaian, IV 138, an 
Aiginetan, IV 152. Hdt., however, is not consistent in writing 
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Νικόλεως VII 134, and Νικόλας VIL 137, though a Spartan is 
referred to. Furthermore, we have Aaxpivns, a Lakedaimonian, 
1 152; Λαφάνης, an Arkadian, VI 127; Aadixn, a woman of 
Kyrene, II 181. 

Cf. the forms of λαός δὲ 140, 160. A perfect dichotomy of the 
dialects as regards names in -Aaos is clearly impossible, in view of 
the fact that even Attic citizens before the year 500 B.c. have 
names formed from this form of the word, the right to use Aeds 
having been confined to the tribe Leontis. That -\aos was also 
in use among the Ionians is clear from its occurrence upon a Chian 
inscription, 177, -τόλαος 1. 14 (Acwo€Beo[s] in 1. 3). 

Opveara VII 73. 

Παρωρεᾶται LV 148, but VIII 73 Παρωρεῆται. 

Προναίη 1 92. Cf. also Προνηίη. 

Τιθορέα VIII 32, ἃ peak of Parnassos. 

‘Yara: V 68, from Sikyon. 

Pirdova VIII 11, though -awy generally becomes -ewy in Hat. 
Cf. Μαχάων in Homer = Μαχέων, Thasos (Louvre), 10,,. Cf. 
Φιλεωνίδ[ ε]ος Thasos, 73. Hdt. has ὀπάων V 111. 

Χαράδρα, in Phokis, VIII 33. So Stein, Bredow Χαράδρην. 
So also χαράδραν IX 102. Cf. § 128. 

Χοιρεᾶται V 68, from Sikyon. 

Besides these names we have several which show -ds in the 
nominative case preceded by a consonant (’Apidvras, Σίκας, Αὔρας, 
Avpas) which are inflected -a, -a, -αν. Proper names in -eys and 
-ins are the rule, with but few exceptions (Ἀριστέας VII 117). 

Herodotos’ treatment of the names of non-Ionic persons and 
places is tolerably elective. In a considerable number of instances 
where we might expect a thoroughgoing Dorization he surprises 
us by such Ionisms as :— 

Λεωνίδης, Λεωβάτης, Λευτυχίδης (a form that occurs in Timo- 
kreon, 1,). MevéAews he occasionally uses despite Μενελάου 
VII 169, Anpicaios IX 1, whereas Homer has Λάρισα B 84,5, 
P 301. By a reverse process we have ᾿Αριστολαΐδεω I 59, an 
Athenian. 

Again, the island is called Θήρη, its founder, Θήρας. The 
leader of the colony never occurs in any writer in the form Θήρης. 
᾿Αζήν V1 127, 1s the inhabitant of the Arkadian ’A¢avia; ᾿Ενιῆνες 
VII 132, &c., despite the frequent names in -aves; Teyén, Σικελίην, 
Σικανίην VIL 170. Μηλίδα VII τοῦ (y also in the lyric parts 
of tragedy). 

ναύκραροι V 71, 15 the Attic form, because the ναύκραροι were 
peculiar to Attika. 


159.] Retention of ἃ in proper names occurring outside of 
Herodotos. In poetry, see on Ποσειδάων under the vowel Εἰ, § 140. 
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Upon an Halikarnassian inscription ’AAicapvaT[éw |v 238,, and 
in 240, we read Ἰάσονος : ᾿Αετίωνος Tasos, 1041.) Ποιᾶσσίων 
Keos, 47,, Ποιᾶσσαν 47,,. Cf. Ποιήσσιοι Ditt. Syll. 635, time 
of the second maritime league; Δημαινέτης Amore. 29, but 
Εὐθύδαμος Klazom. Le Bas, Voy. Archéol. III 1, No. 186. Nais 
Roberts, I 1g0, IT F, Xépa 190, I K, Γαρυβόνης 191, on Chalkidian 
vases. See Κα. Z. XXIX 390. 


The usage of Attic prose inscriptions may here be noted. In the fifth 
century we find both the epichoric and the Attic names of tributary states 
(Hermes, V 52). In the fourth century the tendency to permit the adoption 
of the epichorie name seems to be stronger. 


160.] A<4F. 

λαός < *AGFos (cf. § 140, 4). 

Homer has \aés1, λᾶοσσόος, and in proper names, Λἄοδάμεια, &e. ; 
λεώς in ᾿Αγέλεως and perhaps Πηνέλεως 2; and ληός, incorrectly 
transcribed in Λειώκριτος (Ληόκριτος) and Λειώδης (Ληώδης < λᾶβο 
+Fadns). Of these, the first form has found an echo in Ionic 
poetry: Archil. Xapitae 79 (paroemiacus and ithyphallicus). 
The reading is not perfectly certain, Ailian having Χαρίδαν. 
Cf. Χαριδαντίδης, a Thasian name, Bechtel’s Thas. Inschr. p. 8. 
᾿Ιόλαος 119, (ἃ hymn of uncertain metrical reconstruction)? ; 
Kallinos, λαῷ τις; Tyrt. λαόν 11,3, λαούς 125,; Xenoph. λαοῖσι 
2165; Theog. λαοί 53, 776, AaopOdpov 781. These forms are not 
Tonic*. Genuine Ionic is ληός, the oldest Ionic form of the word 
known to us, preserved in Hipponax 88, and in Hdt. λήϊτον VII 
197 (λήϊτον καλέουσι τὸ πρυτανήϊον ot ᾿Αχαιοί). ΟἿ, Λήιτος in 


1 It is clear that any explanation of the ἃ of Homer must not lose sight of 
the history of the words in question, Thus θεά has been claimed to be 
Archaic Ionic, retained because it had passed out of use in the later language. 
This explanation, even if true, would not suit in the case of λαός. The 
presence of the morphologically later λεώς in passages of Homer, which even 
Bergk cannot attribute to his diasceuasts, shows that the change of pan- 
Hellenic ἃ to Ionic ἡ must have ensued centuries previous to the final com- 
position of the Homeric poems. A feature of minor importance is that Aads 
may have been felt to be more easily disposable in the verse than λεώς. 

* See K. Z. XXVII 266, Monro, Hom. Gr. 390. 

3. Fick proposed Ἰόληος. We find however Ἰόλαος, Acharn. 867 ; Eurip. uses 
both Ἰόλαος and Ἰόλεως. ᾿ἸἸόλαος on a vase (Klein, Vasen,? 206, 1), which 
shows mixed dialect (Ἰόλαος Μανία by the side of Meydpn ᾿Αλκμήνη). Cf. K. Ζ. 
XXIX 400. 

1 This is not disputed by the Chian, -roAaos 177,,, aS has been shown, 
§ 140, 4: cf. Μενέλαος Smyrna, Imh.-Bl.G.M.344; ᾿Αγησίλαος Perinthos, 234B5 ; 
Χαρίλας Miletos, Imh.-Bl. 6. M. 329. Pherekydes 34 has ’ApkeotAdov. Κριτόλαος 
on a late document from Amorgos (Mitih. [IX 102, No. 6, 1. 10), Νικόλαον, ibid. 
p. $3, 1. 11 recall the many names in -Aaos and -Aas, names of Doric residents 
of Attika. Kretschmer, K. Z. XXXI 290 in fact contends that Aads is an 
importation from Doric in exchange for θεᾶρός which migrated from Ionic- 
Attic into Dorie countries. It is noteworthy that Aads does not occur in the 
iambies of Archilochos. 

5 Et. Mag. 56253. 
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Homer, XIII 91, and Pott, K. Z VII 324. With Anos, cf. νηός 
in Hdt. (δ 170) and παιήονα Archil. 76. 

This ληός became λεώς in later Ionic; in Miletos, at least, 
shortly after the year 600 B.c. (’AvagéiAews Becht. No. 93); λεώς 
is the form in Hdt., though we find ληός V 42 and even λαόν 
IV 148, which Stein refuses to accept. Aaoddpwr is found I 187, 
despite λεωφόρον Anakr. 157, λεωσφέτερον IX 33 and the other 
forms in Aew-. The testimony is so strong on the side of λεώς 
that a fair view will not regard harshly the attempt to make 
Herodotos uniform in his adoption of this form. Renner, Din- 
dorf and Nauck (Mélanges gr-rom. III 268) claim that the 
Herodoteian form is ληός, οἵ. δὲ 158, 170. 

When fF disappeared after ἃ, its disappearance was not signalized 
by the lengthening of the vowel (defvdos Hdt. I 93, 145, Herakl. 
II, cf. Attic νάω = Aiolic ναύω). Hence, when in Ionic ἃ appears, 
it is clear that we are dealing with a poetical form such as ἀείσω 
Theog. 4, cf. Od. 17, 519, and that such a prose form as ᾿Αἴδην 
as commonly read in Hdt. II 122, has the a short. In [onic 
poetry the short a appears in ’Atdao Theog. 244, 427, 906, Aidew 
703, 726, 802, 1014, 1124, Solon 24,, Anakr. 43,; ᾿Αἴδην Tyrt. 
129. Ξ- Mimn. 2,,. “Aidos Theog. 914, has a. In but two iambic 
passages (Simon. Amorg. 1.4» 7.1) do we find traces of ᾿Αἴδης. 
Homer has "Αἴδος (Iliad nine times, Od. four times), elsewhere ἃ 
(so ’Aténs V 395, 1X 158, &c.). Hesiod always has d, and so the 
Homeric Hymns, except in one passage, IV 348, where “Ady is 
read by Gemoll. Hdt. and Herakl. 127 (but cf. dnv 38) have 
᾿Αἴδης according to the MSS., though there is no evidence to 
support the correctness of the tradition in favour of the open 
form. In Aiolic and Doric the a is invariably short. So, too, 
in words derived from the same base. See ὃ 275. ᾿Αἰδης is rare 
in tragedy, ¢.g. Hurip. Hl. 142, Suppl. 921, H. F. 116, frag. 930. 

It is widely held! that ᾿Αἴδης is derived from a+ F.d-, and that 
the passages in Homer where the a is long represent av, F having 
been vocalized. There is no objection to this explanation, so far 
as it goes. The difficulty lies in the Attic “Αἰδης (?.¢. dns), 
which cannot have arisen either from ἄξιδ- or afid-. Since the 
Attic and Homeric forms cannot be dissociated, it is best to re- 
gard each as descended from αἰξιὸ- (cf. κάω, ἀεί). This necessitates 
the abandonment of the old-time etymology whereby ᾿Αἴδης is 
the unseen god. atfi6- may be connected with ata or with αἰεί. 
See Wackernagel, K. Z XXVII 276. On this view “Aidos is 
the older, “Aidos the younger, form; and the apparently isolated 
cases in Simonides Amorg. are brought into line. 


* See for example Baunack in his Studien, I 294. 
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161.] ἃς < “vs. 

πᾶσα <*rdvt.a may serve to illustrate the existence of that ἃ 
in Tonic-Attic which did not suffer the change to ἡ at the time 
when avtya became aca. When there arose the tendency to 
substitute a lighter form for the disyllabic *rdvrya, or to expel ν 
before sigma (whether proethnic or from τι), the law according to 
which ἃ became ἡ in Ionic had ceased to exist, having extended 
its operations throughout the length and breadth of the dialect. 
A πῆσα or τῆς for τἄνς, was thus rendered impossible. So, too, 
with names in -dduds. 

The ἃ of Ionic πᾶν is due to the influence of πᾶς. According to Bekk. 
Anecd. I 416,,;=Bachm. An. I111,, [Drako 24:8) 2923, 8543], An. Ox. III 290,, 
Eust. 1434,, the Ionians and the poets shortened the a in ἅπαν, παράπαν. πᾶν 
occurs in πανῆμαρ ν 31, πανημέριος A 472 &c. See on Aiolic Accent. 


It is noteworthy that Kallinos, I,,, has ἔμπᾶς 1, whereas Homer 
has ἔμπης ; forms not to be derived immediately from πᾶς, de- 
spite Boiotian (but κοινή) ἔνπασι, adj., C. 1. 6.1 1625,,. ἔμπης 
does not occur except in the epic. Brugmann, Gr. Gr. p. 225, 
connects -πᾶ- with κυέω through xy-d-, and thus regards ἔμπας 
either as a genitive or as a petrified instrumental with the sigma 
of ablative adverbs. This -πᾶ- does not seem to be associated 
with Kyprian παι. I know of no other case where sigma has 
attached itself to an instrumental. ἔμπης in Homer should be 
reflected by ἔμπης in Kallinos, as I am aware of no reason for 
expelling the Homeric form in favour of the Aiolo-Dorie (or 
Attic) ἔμπας. 


162.] dv, ἄρ, dx<avF, apf, axF. 

1. ἀν, Ion. φθάνω-ε Attic φθᾶνω, according to the commonly 
accepted explanation of this form. κιχάνει Archil. 54, (troch. 
tetr.). 

x apF, Homeric, Hdt. ἀρή, Hom. dpdouar,= Attic dpa, &e. from 
apFa, Arkad. xarapf ov. 

3. axF, φάρμᾶκος Hipponax, 52; 6, 7, 85» 9» 373, but φάρμᾶκον 
43, (=Attic φάρμακον). Ton. φάρμᾶκος = *hdpwaxros = φάρμα- 
k(k)os. The assimilation of xy to xx is later than that of κυ to ππ. 
On the accent, see § 1925. The ἃ has been thought to appear in 
Demosthenes XXV 80 (where see Blass) despite the fact that in 
Attic F usually disappeared without lengthening the preceding 
vowel. 

163. | A in the forms of the Comparative degree. , 

μᾶλλον, for which one might expect Ἐμῆλλον, if the form with 
AA was formed before or during the period in which proethnic A 

1 The accentuation éumds according to Et. M. 63 did not gain favour in 


antiquity ; ἔμπης Apoll. Adv. 564... 
M 2 


.- 
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became H in Ionic-Attic. The force of analogy has, however, 
substituted for the old comparative *yéAAov (cf. melius) the form 
μᾶλλον, which arose at a period when ἃ no longer became ἡ in 
Ionic-Attic. The proportions raya, τάχιστα : θάσσων and ἐλάχι- 
στα: ἐλάσσων might have given us first μᾶλλον, then μᾶλλον for 
μέιον. The difficulty, which is not recognized by King-Cookson, 
p. 3641, is that θάσσων and ἐλάσσων are themselves associative 
forms, whose priority to μᾶλλον 15 not made out on other grounds 
than the desirability of using them to account for μᾶλλον. In 
Tyrt. 12,, μᾶλιον, restored by M. Schmidt, is hysterogeneous, due 
to the parallelism of ἥδιον : ἥδιστα; 50 μᾶλιον : μᾶλιστα. Hdn.’s 
(II 548,=An, Ox, II 240,) statement that μάλιον is Ionic has 
been changed by Lentz, so as to make this form the property of 
the Lakonian dialect. From Choiroboskos we should imagine 
that the a is long. Harder, De alpha vocali apud Homerum 
producta, p. 104, would read μάλλον (sic) for μάλιον 3, Cf. ὃ 556. 

θάσσων, Attic θάττων, with ἃ according to Herodian, I 524,, 
Il 1313, 94217, from Ἐθάγχιων for ἔθέγχιων with a through in- 
fluence of τάχα, τάχιστος. The nasal before oo disappears, leaving 
compensatory lengthening. Blass (Kiihner, Gram. p. 555) raises 
the question whether θάσσων and ἐλᾶσσων are not the proper 
forms in Homeric, Ionic and Dorie. 

ἐλάσσων < δέλάγχιων for *ereyx.wv, cf. ἐλέγχιστος. ΟἿ, Schmidt, 
K. Z. XXV 156. 

*uehyov, *O€yxiwv, *€héyx.wv are displaced forms which existed 
at a period when I.E. ἃ was changed to Ionic ἡ. Their displace- 
ment by the ἃ forms was therefore subsequent to the production 
of Tonic 7. 


164.| ἂλ « αλι. 

cds « *xadtos=Skt. kalya- would become καλός in all dialects, 
since Az, when preceded by the accent, becomes AA Κ(κάλλιον, 
κάλλιστος, τὸ κάλλος), When followed by it, A (Schmidt, Neutra, 
p. 47 note)*, In Homer we find κᾶλός without exception, a form 
that cannot in the epic be regarded as Doric, though so regarded 
by King-Cookson, p. 184. In Hesiod xaAds prevails; in Theog. 
585, VW. D. 63, κἄλός. In the lyric poets we find κἄλός in the 
following passages*: Kallinos, 2,; -Tyrtaios, 4,, 10,, 109%; 
Mimnermos, 53, 114; Archilochos, 213, 29,, 771; Simon. Amorg. 
751» 781; Lheognis, 16, 242, 257*, 609, 683, 1019, 10447, 1106, 
1216, 1251, 1329, 1336, 1350, 1369* ds, 1377; Solon, 13,,, 
13,0; Phokyl. 13,; Anakreon, 22, 63,,, 71; Oracle in Hdt. I 


* Following Osthoff, Perfectum, 450. 

* The schol. AV Il. VIII 353, brings forward a μάλλιον, which Eustathios 
164332 calls Doric. 

* Attic Karn tumor, is Ionic khan. 

* Cf. Harder, De alpha vocali, p. 22 ff. 
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66* ; cf. also Sim. Keos, 147,. On the other hand xéAds appears 
as follows: Mimn. 1,; Solon, 13,,; Theog. 17 dis, 282, 652, 
696, 960, 994, 1259, 1280, 1282; Ananios, 5,; Sim. Am. 7,,(?) ; 

im. Keos, 147,, 156,. In Herodas we find κἄλός 319, 459, 
724) 018» κἄλός 409,39, 55;- Passages marked with a * have the 
a in the arsis. 

If we question the Greek dialects! other than Attic, we learn 
that κἄᾶλός is the prevailing form: Terpander, 6,; Alkman, 35 ; 
Sappho, Ig, 3, 11g, 1] 193, 28, 58, 79, 101,, 5, 104; Praxilla, 
5,- Alkman has κάλλαΞε καλῶς 98, Alkaios, κἄλιον 134, Sappho, 
κἄλιστ᾽ 104,, if Bergk’s conjecture be admitted. In the ‘uni- 
versal melic’ of Simonides of Keos we have κἄλός 52, 3715» 403, 
70, in Bacchylides, 1,, 25. In the Attic drama we find both 
forms, κἄλός being the rarer form. The lyric poets have κᾶἄλός : 
Ton, 3;,; Kritias, 1;,, 2,53. and) im the Skolia, 19,; 4, 20,;-3- 
Plato (?) has καλός ὃ; Aischrion, 1, 4,, the same form. καλός 
occurs upon an epigram from Delos, 53. 

Those who demur to the form κᾶλός ἴῃ Homer have recourse 
to the easy expedient of regarding this form as an incorrect 
transcription of KAAO3, which they would read καλλός. But 
surely we have no right to assume with G. Meyer (Gramm.? ὃ 65) 
that wherever κᾶλός is found in the Ionic iambic and elegiac 
poets it is an incorrect form. 


165.] A in other words. 

φᾶρος in Pherekydes of Leros, Herodotos, and in Homer, if 
φάρος is not to be read with Nauck. So, too, in Xenophanes, 3,. 
In Attic both ἃ and ἃ Cf. Hdn. a. p. A. 39, 31, Bergk on 
Alkman 23,,. Harder, De alpha vocali, p. 92 ff., suggests that 
the word is non-Hellenic. 

καράδοκέω in Hdt., who, however, has τρικάρηνος, Hom. κάρηνα 
from καρασν-; κἀρᾷ « καρᾷσα. Another form of the root yields 
kpn in κρησφύγετον Hdt. V 124”. 

γλᾶσσα (or γλάσσα 9) -- γλῶσσα, nine times in Herodas. 
- On Zavés, see ᾧ 182. 

éaca Hom. Hat. I go, from édw=Skt. sdvayati, Lat. desware. 
édw is originally an aorist formation, pres. s¢vd, aor. sevd- (veFG-y). 
ἐάσεις Anakr. 56, ἔασον 57, fragments of doubtful metrical re- 
construction. 

idayévns Hat. II 17 (Greg. Kor. § 161)=epic ἰθαιγένης, a loca- 


1 See Apoll. περὶ ἐπιρρ. 56515: Καλά... ὃ δι᾿ ἑνὸς μὲν A γράφεται κατὰ τὸ κοινὸν 
ἔθος, παρὰ Δωριεῦσι δὲ δι᾽ ἑτέρου A, καὶ οὐχ, ὡς ἔνιοι ὑπέλαβον, Kar’ Αἰολίδα διάλεκ- 
tov’ ἐβαρύνετο γὰρ ἄν, πρὸς οἷς οὐδὲ τὸ καλὸς Αἰολεῖς ἐν διπλασιασμῷ τοῦ A 
προφέρονται. Doric καλλά is due to the influence of τὸ κάλλος, &e., Aiolic 
κάλιον (Alk. 134) to that of κάλος“. 

2 Tonic κάρη, Hesych. 5.0. κάρα, An. Par. IV 26,, Zenod. κρητός A 530 (schol. 
Ven. A οὐκ ἔστι δὲ “Iakdy); see Schmidt’s Neutra, p. 372. 
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tive (Curt. Stud. VI 384). Rutherford, New Phrymchus, p. 15, 
classes the i@ayéyns of Aischylos among the old Ionisms of the 
Attic dialect. See § 75. 

ἀνάλωμα Thasos, 72,,, ἀνάλωσιν Theog. 903. Cf. ἀνήλωμα 
C. 1. G. 2347 ¢ 61, 31375= Ditt. Syll. 1715, (Smyrna), which 
owes its ἢ to verbal influence. Even the perfect indic. and the 
participle have a loan 7. 

ἄρω from αἴρω, subj. of ἦρα, in ἐπάρει Eph. 145 A,, ἄρειεν 
Sim. Am. 7,,, ἐπάρας Eph. 145 Ao, cf. Hdt. Igo. See § 305. 
Different are καθάρασθαι Delos, δ. C. H. V 468 (third cent.), 
καθᾶραι ibid. V 23, 1. 185, 24, 1. 194 (second cent.) from éxddapa 
which is a neologism for ἐκάθηρα. ΟἿ. Rutherford, Phrynich. p. 76. 

Due to metrical compulsion is the ἃ in ἀθανάτων Kall. 113; 
Tyrt. 129, Sol. 40», 13¢4) 74, Theog. very often. παῖδ᾽ “Apew 
Archil. 481, probably with a; cf. also Tyrt. τι. The lyric poets 
have ἃ, except Bacchyl. 36,. Another poetical form is :— 

ἀνήρ Xenoph. 6,, Phokyl. 15,, Demod. 3, Solon, 1359 (?). Else- 
where d. No form in ἡ (cf. ἠνορέη with ἡ from -nvwp) 15 found. 
dvopéav C. I. A. I 471, in an old Attic epigram. 

On λᾶας in Hom., cf. Solmsen, ΚΑ. Z. X XIX 94. 

χαμᾶθεν is rejected by Blass, Aussprache*, p. 116, in favour of 
χαμαῖθεν or xanadev?, The MSS. do not have χαμᾶθεν, 11 125, 
where yapddev is found beside χαμόθεν; and in IV 172 we have 
no authority for Stein’s χαμᾶθεν. 

The MSS. often mix Ionic ἡ with Attic ἃ after a fashion that 
gives a false conception of the original dialect preferences of the 
poets, e.g. in Archil. γραῦς, in Ananios ἀνθίας. 

ἀπεροπός in Anakr. 73 (Bergk) should be ἦπ-. σκύτα Arch. 
122, cannot be correct. 


Names in -as (Conson. Decl.) are not contracted from -eas, but represent, 
originally at least, the lengthening of the short final a of the first member of 
a compound name, e.g. ᾿Αλκᾶς from ᾿Αλκαμένης ; or the lengthening of 
the initial a of the second member, ¢.g. Μολπᾶς (Μολπᾶδος 163,,, Abdera) 
from Μολπ-ἄγόρης, Abdera, 163,, and the name of a son of Aristagores in 
Miletos (Hdt. V 30). Later on these forms were created ad libitum. See 
Bechtel on No. 76, p.60. Ionic and Attic are here parallel: οἵ, ᾿Αλκᾶς C. 1. A. 
I 433, which cannot have originated from ’AAkéas; Ionic Μολπᾶς, Νοσσικᾶς, 
‘Hpas, @evdas, ἄορ. See § 281. : 


166.| H. Preliminary Remarks. 

7 in Tonic may be (1) the pan-Hellenic long e sound, (2) the 
equivalent of ἃ of all other dialects, including Attic ἃ after vowels 
and p, (3) dialectal arismg from compensatory lengthening of ἄ, 


as In ceAnvn<*cedacva, tpnpwv<*tpacpwv. Attic and Ionic 
here agree. 


* Eustath. 5182 ὅθεν kar’ ᾿Ιάδα διάλεκτον ἐπεκτείνας ᾿Αρχίλοχος. 
* Cf. Apoll. Adv, 600;, Eust. 9992., and Osthoff’s Perfect, p. 597. 
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Pronunciation of ἡ. In the alphabet of Keos, Naxos, and 
Amorgos, Ionic-Attic ἡ =a of Aiolic, Thessalian, Boiotian, North- 
West-Greek, Arkado-Kyprian, Doric, or=e+a, is represented. 
by ΕἸ or H (later); pan-Hellenic ἡ by E. From this it is clear 
that the difference in graphical representation reflects a qualitative 
difference in pronunciation, ἡ τε ἃ or «+a being the open ὅ, n= 
LE. é the closed long vowel. The dialectal ἡ was a broader, 
more guttural sound than the aboriginal 7. This difference 
doubtless once obtained in all quarters of Ionic. 

The existing examples, however, restrict it to Island Ionic 


(§ 400): 


Keos. Keos. 
6vH Rob. I 32 A. ἐπιβλματι Rob. I 32 A. 
Amorgos. Amorgos }, 


ΔΕϊδάμαν(τ)ι Kirch. Alph.* 32. 
μνῆμα Rob. I 158 Ὁ. 
Naxos. 


ΔεινοδίκΕιο Roberts I 25. 
a\Hov Roberts I 25. 


ΠατΕρ Kirch. Alph.* 32. 


Naxos. 
aveOExe B.C. H. XII, p. 463, 
plex: 


ΝικάνδρΗ Roberts I 25. 

ἑκῃβόλωι Roberts I 25 and I 
26 A; cf. also Delos, 24 A. 

[{]ι[φι]καρτίδεις B.C. H. XII 


avebExev Rob. I 25, 26 A. 
κασιγνΕτῃ Rob. I 25. 
ποιθσας B.C. H. XII, p. 463, 


plex: 


463, pl 13. 

This accurate distinction ? 1s, however, not carried throughout 
the entire history of the dialect ; and in fact, before the adoption 
of the Ionic alphabet at Athens, we find instances of a confusion 
between the two E sounds. Thus in Naxos ἐποίησεν Rob. I 28; 
in Keos, Rob. I 32 A, 1. 17, we have διαρανθΗι, 1. 23 θανΗΙι, 
where we should expect the closed ¢ sound to be represented by 
E, not Η 3. So also in Amorgos ΣωτΗριχος Bechtel 229. ΟἿ. 
Dittenberger, Hermes, XV 229, Blass, Aussprache*, p. 24 ff., 
Roberts, I § 33, and on 32 A, with the authorities there quoted, 
Karsten, p. 23, Kretschmer, K. 7, XX XI 291. 

A knowledge of the character of the ἡ sound in Ionic is im- 
portant, since Merzdorf in Curtius’ Studien, IX 202 ff., has 
endeavoured to establish the principle that open ¢< ἃ +0 becomes 
ew (Ands, λεώς), whereas closed ὅ (=I.E. δ) +0 becomes εο (βασι- 
λῆος, βασιλέος). Opposed to this doctrine is the Chian πόλεως 
(Bechtel 174 A, 13), a form that must be held to be genuine 


1 In Amorgos E also denoted the sound connected with that ἡ which was 
specifically Ionic (Λαμψαγόρεω, gen. of -ydpns). 

2 In Keos E was=pan-Hellenic ἡ and also spurious εἰ. 

3 A similar confusion between E and H is found on a vase in the Louvre, 
whose provenance is Keos according to Kretschmer. 
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Tonic. See § 486. *Apew in Archil. 48, is as cogent an objection 
to the law of Merzdorf as is πόλεως. And nfo from pro-Hellenic 
avo does not become ew in later Ionic with consistency ; as witness 
Ionic πλέος, χρέος and Hdt. νηός beside Aeds. Cf. Brugmann, 
Gr. § 19. 

Cauer in his otherwise excellent preface to the Iliad (p. xvii) attempted 
without success to show that, in his text of Homer, Aristarchos wrote 7 
before 0, w, a, when the 7=4, and εἰ when=pan-Hellenic 6, Cf. § 221. 


167. | Pan-Hellenic ἢ appears invariably as 7 in Ionic. 
The form χρᾶσθαι in Herodotos, and even in Attic (Mitth, IX 
289, 1. 24), is no exception to this law. That the root of this 
verb is χρη- (ἔχρηιομαι) is raised beyond a doubt by the forms of 
the Kretan, Aitolian, Lokrian and Megarian dialects. In Hrd. 
6;;, we have ἐχρῆτο. A weaker form of χρη- is. χρᾶ- (cf. κτη-, 
κτὰ-ομαι), and it is this that appears in the Herodoteian χρᾶσθαι 
( 272, 3), and perhaps in Attic χρῶμαι, χρώμενος, and Messenian 
χρῶνται, χρωμένους. ὄχρᾶιομαι is thus the base of this form. A 
second form of χρη- is xpe-, found in χρέομαι (Hdt., Herakleia, 
Rhodes, Krete, Delphi, &c.). A fourth form is χρηέομαι, in Boiot. 
χρειεῖσθη, Megarian (Chalkadon) χρηείσθω, and Eleian χρηῆσται, 
from xphos=Attic χρεώςς Cf. Ahrens, II 131; Meister, I 70, 
226,297; Brugmann, 777. {7.1 64; Merzdorf, in Curtius’ Studien, 
VIII 203, 209 ff., IX 230, 236; G. Meyer, § 51; Johansson, 
DEV. 155 1328. BOX r7i, Collitz, fy BX Villezos mee 
§§ 264, 2; 272, 3; 288, 3; 687. 

κηρύλος Archil. 141 (cf. Alkm. 26,); κειρύλος Aves 300, is a 
pun on the occupation of Sporgilos. 

Attention may here be called to that ἡ which is produced by 
the lengthening: of ε, the initial vowel of a word which stands - 
second in a compound. This initial vowel may or may not be 
lengthened in the same dialect upon composition taking place. 
Cf. ἀνηρίθευτος Chios 174 C 25, with ἀνερίθευτος (Homeric épubos); 
also Ξενήρετος Keos 42, not from ἀρετή despite the later Zevd- 
petos C. 1. G. IV 8518, 108, 109 (Rhodes). Bechtel derives 
-npetos from ἐρέω (cf. Archil. 25, 68). But see Wackernagel’s 
Dehnungsgesetz, p. 41, and cf. Νικηράτων Styra 199g. Ξεινήρης 
BP, W., 1890, p. 1405, no. 44. 


168.| Relation of 7 to ει. The non-diphthongal ΕἸ is generally 
expressed by E upon Ionic inscriptions (see § 213). Ionic T=) 
pan-Hellenic ἡ and (2) ἃ of other dialects, stands in no relation 
to this non-diphthongal εἰ in Ionic; nor is any change of ἡ to 
diphthongal εἰ to be admitted. The form Κτεισίων Styra 19139, 
᾿ Aneed. Bachm. I 41719; χρᾷ Ἰωνικῶς, ᾿Αττικὸν δὲ χρῇ Schol. Ven. A on A 


216; Hdn. II 606.5 χρῇ... ἀπὸ τοῦ χρῶ χρᾷς (Hdt. IV 155), χρᾷ (Hdt. IV 155 
&¢.) ᾿Ιωνικῶς καὶ ᾿Αττικῶς. 
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was asserted by me (Diphthong EI, p. 80) to be an impossible 
form. The same is now held to be the case by Bechtel, ad oc.! 
Vischer in 19,94 read Θείσων, which he held to be the ‘ Boioto- 
Aiohe’ form for Θήσων. This is incorrect as regards the presence 
of a Boiotian form upon the Styrian leaden tablets. Nor can it 
be justified on other grounds. Bechtel suggests ᾿Αλ]θήσων ; cf. 
᾿Αλθημένης, a Thasiote name. γλυκῆαν Hrd. 4, is not Ionie, cf. 
5532 653. 
On H resulting from contraction, see §§ 263-265, 280. 


169.| Ionic H=A of other dialects. I.E. d is represented in 
Tonic regularly by n=Aiolic and Dorie ἃ. A few noteworthy 
forms are here mentioned. 

παμπήδην Theog. 615, with which cf. Solon’s πεπᾶσθαι (121). 
Wilamowitz (Herak/. 1426) opines that the Athenians borrowed 
πάομαι from the Megarians (Theog. 146 πᾶσάμενος) and Dorians. 
This verb is not in use in Ionic, which has accepted κτάομαι. 
Schmidt, Neutra, p. 411; Collitz, B. B. XVIII 211. On Πολυ- 
πάμων ἴῃ Homer, cf. Fick, Odyss. p. 17; Wilamowitz, Hom. 
Unters. 70; G. Meyer, Gramm. ὃ 65; Johansson, D. V. C. p. 150. 
A Thessalian has the name Παμε[ν [6ς, from *wayar. A Kyprian 
name 15 Πασίκυπρος. 

ἤκη Archil. tr. 43, is the only instance in Greek of the long’ 
vowel of this root. Cf. Skt. deus, Lat. acer, The weak form 
occurs In ἀκόνη, ἄκων, &e. 

ἠέρος, ἠέρι in Hdt. with the pseudo-Ionic nominative ἠήρ in 
Hippokr. II 22, 24, 34, 60, 70”, Aretaios 260; ἠέρος Hippokr. 
Lukian, Hippokr. ep., Aret.; ἠέρι Hippokr. Aret.; ἠέρα Hippokr. 
II 26, 34, 72, Aret., Hdt.1172,1V 31; ἠερίων Luk., de Astr. 23. 
The Homeric ἄήρ has been regarded as equivalent to αὐήρΞε af ip 
(cf. Dor. ἀβήρ and Aiolic αὔηρ). “Avdos, which has been cited as 
offermg a parallel case of the vocalization of af, must be classed 


elsewhere on account of the Attic “Avdns; see § 160; so, too, 
ἄίσσω cannot be explained as=atioow (Fick), since an aficow 
would have become αἴττω *. ἄήρ in Attic is not a form in accord- 
ance with the genius of that dialect. If the ἃ is original we 
shall have to seek for a root aif, or for a strong root with ἃ, 
whose weak form appears in Aiolic αὔηρ (Atoxic, ὃ 214). The 


1 Cf. Κτησίων 1958-60 > 234-236) 3865 Κτήσιμος 1957, Κτῆσις T9122, Κτηρῖνος 1943s» 
Κτησῖνος 1992-035. The & of κτά-ομαι is ablaut of ern-. Boiot. Κτεισίαο ΟΣ 
482-:- Κτησίου. 

2 Noteworthy is #4p in the genuine work of Hippokrates π. ἀέρων ὑδ. τόπ., 
but ἀήρ in the spurious περὶ ἱερῆς νούσου (Littré, VI 372, 374, 390 twice ; on 
Ῥ. 394 ἠήρ is a conjecture of Littré). In VI 94, v.1. VI 524 we find ἀήρ, in 
VIII 268 @ has ἠήρ (vulg. ἀήρ). , 

3. ἀίσσω, Attic ἄττω« ξαιξικιω. Cf. ἃ as representative of uf in δᾶήρ-- 
δαιξήρ, Skt. devar-, and in ἀεί =aifel. 
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assumption of a ground-form a&f7p would necessitate the hazardous 
conclusion that a native Attic ἀήρ arose by dissimilation from ἠήρ. 
Wackernagel, K. Ζ. XX VII 276, without advancing an etymology 
of the puzzling word, ventures the assertion that it is an impor- 
tation from Homer by the philosophers (ὁ. 7. Herakl. 25, Anaxag. 
1, Meliss. 17) and the poets. At all events it is clear that df= 
Aiolic av cannot be reflected by Attic ἃ; in other words, the 
supposition that F upon its disappearance lengthens a preceding 
vowel must be abandoned as an error. It is not long since 
scholars have learned that the loss of the palatal spirant yod is 
not compensated by the lengthening of a preceding vowel. The 
momentary appearance of df as dv (ἃ) under the ictus in Homer 
cannot cause ἃ to be regarded as long in prose. Homeric verse 
does not shape the form of words for the dialects, which live 
their own life. We must distinguish between words that have 
been adopted into literature from Homer in the Homeric form as 
the result of conscious art, and the phonetics of the dialects which 
are free from such external influence. 


ἠέριος, ἦρι, ‘early,’ are from ἄυσερι-. ἄριστον, ‘breakfast,’ Hom. Hdt. <avoep-. 
These words must be separated from ἀήρ, ete. Cf. Collitz, B. B. X 62, Brug- 
mann in Curt. Stud. IX 392, and Grundr. II ὃ 122. Is it possible that the ἡ 
of ἠέρος &c. was introduced through confusion with ἠέριος, ἦρι Ὁ 

ἦρα, stated to be Ionic for dpa by Gram. Vat. p. 699, and found in Hippokr., 
is also Doric and Aiolic ; «ἢ - ἄρα, ὃ 282. Of. Apoll. Conj. 227.2, Schn. 

170.| H=A of Doric, E of Attic and of later Ionic by 
metathesis quantitatis. 

In the Hipponaktian ληός we have the oldest Ionic stage of 
pre-Hellenic *\a@Ffos which can be recognized upon Greek soil. 
ληός is found in all MSS. but 7, Hdt. V 42. Were it not for λεώς 
I 22, IT 129, VIII 136, ληός might claim admission to the text of 
the historian with the same justice as νηός. See δὲ 140, 4, 160. 

νηός <*vaFos, in Hdt. and in Lukian, as in Archil. 4, (eleg.), 
with the retention of 7, whereas, according to Merzdorf’s ‘law’ 
the form should not have η. Editors of Hdt. write νεός despite 
the fact that νηός is found almost without a variant. νηός occurs 
not infrequently in tragedy where its presence has been attacked 
by most editors. In order to avoid the inconsistency arising’ 
from the fact that Old Tonic Anés= Hdt. λεώς, but Old Ionic νηός 
= Hat. νεός (which is claimed to be the New Ionic form) not νεώς, 
the -os of νεός has most improbably been regarded by Brugmann, 
Gr. Gr. § 19, as due to the influence of that of ποὸδ-ός. The Doric 
genitive is vads. Theognis has ναῦς 84, 856, 1361, in 970 A has 
νηῦς, though Bergk reads ναῦς ; ναῦν 6801. On the other hand, . 


: : Renner regarded this form as a Dorism, but wished to substitute νηῦς 
or yvaus. 
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νηός 513, νηυσί 12; Solon νηΐ τος, νηυσίν 13,,; Mimn. νηυσίν On 
The forms in 7 deserve mention in this connection, because of the 
superstition that νηυσί and ναυσί are identical as regards quantity. 
The a of ναυσί is short. Cf. βασιλεύς « -ηύς, Ζεύς < Ζηύς, το. In 
Tonic νηῦς the ἡ is due to νηός ; νηΐ instead of vj is due likewise 
to the influence of the genitive. 


171.| Ionic H=A of other dialects (including Attic A after 
Pan sp). 

1. In the endings of the Vowel Declension, and in adverbs 
representing petrified cases of this declension. 

2. In verbal forms of the -aw inflection, and in forms derived 
therefrom. 

3. In radical and thematic syllables (excluding such as may be 
classed under 1 and 2). 

4. In syllables of derivation. 

5. In other forms. 


en=Attic ea is derived from e(1)n=e(s)a. Cf. Attic dwped< δωρειά, which 
prevails till 268 B.c. 


References for the study of the interrelation of Ionic ἡ and 
Attic & :— 

Ahrens, Gottinger Philol. Versammlung, 1852; Bergk, Gr. 
Int. Gesch. 1 73; Kirchhoff, Hermes, V 49 ff.; Cauer, in Curtius’ 
Stud. VII 244, 435, and Wochenschrift fir kl. Phil. 1887, No. 51; 
Curtius, in his Studien, I 248; G. Meyer, Gr. Gr. XXIII; Brug- 
mann, Gr. ΟἿ». ὃ το, Grundr. 1 ὃ 104; Bechtel, Phil. Anzeiger, 
1886, p. 20; Kretschmer, K. Ζ. XXXI 285. 


Preliminary Remarks.—The dichotomy of the Greek lan- 
guage into A and H dialects assumes that at an extremely early 
period ἃ had become ἡ in Ionic. But it may be doubted whether 
this shifting of pronunciation, though anterior to the disap- 
pearance of ν before final s!, was in all quarters of the Ionic world 
so old as is generally assumed to be the case. We are able to 
distinguish in the alphabets of Naxos, Keos and Amorgos between 
the sign for pan-Hellenic ἡ (E) and that for secondary 7=a (H); 
a differentiation which makes it certain that the introduction of 
n for ἃ in Ionic did not happen at the stroke of twelve but 
was the result of a gradual change. That this change was 
accomplished in Attika before the departure eastward of the 
Tonians is not so probable as that it was begun while yet the 
Ionians dwelt in Attika and completed in the course of time 
upon the islands and the mainland of Asia Minor. Had all 


1 » from ἃ is later than the disappearance of o in ἄυσως (§ 290). The law 
whereby an ἄυσ- would become ἅυσ- is later than the expulsion of the 
sibilant. 
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as become 7’s when the Jonians reached Ionia, Old-Persian 
Mada would have been represented in Ionic by Μᾶδοι, not, as is 
the case, by Μῆδοι. Be this as it may, it is clear that the 
universal displacement of I.E. @ by ἡ antedates the earliest 
distinctly Ionic literature of which we have cognizance. It is 
futile to maintain that Ionic Homerids substituted the ἡ which 
had come into vogue in their day for an Ionic ἃ of a still older 
period of the epos. A much-vexed question is whether in Attic ἃ 
is original after ε, 1, v, p, or whether the Ionic ἡ was also Attic ati 
some period of the Attic dialect, and later became a. Certain 
scholars have ventured to compare the instances of Eleian a= 
pan-Hellenic ἡ, despite the fact that the cases are not parallel. 
And the actual appearance of a ‘hyper-Doric’ ἃ in one dialect 
is not proof that an Jonic-Attie ἡ became ἃ in Attic. 

Even if Attic ἃ after ¢,1, v, p is later than ἡ, it is scarcely to 
be expected that the older ἡ should be sporadically attested, 
and improbable that Attic ἃ should have been substituted for 
pan-Hellenic η. The best support for the view that originally 
all instances of I.E. ὦ became ἡ in Attic is to be sought in 
the fact ὑγιέ(σ)α became sya”, σαφέ(σ)α, σαφῆ. According to 
Kretschmer (K. Z. XX XI 289) Attic dea and -λέᾶ (in ᾿Αναξιλέα) 
from dafa (in the dialect of Tarentum) and AdFa, can be explained 
solely on the view that in Attic all cases of primary a became η. 
The same scholar adduces Eleian Fdpyov, ἐλευθάρος and Lokrian 
πατάρα in proof of the ability of p to change an open ¢ sound into 
a. These are, however, instances not directly comparable to the 
case In point. But whatever the date of the change of ἡ to ἃ, it 
happened long enough before the period of our earliest Attic 
monuments to preclude the possibility of the survival in them of 
any of the old n’s. 

For a further discussion of the interrelation of Attic ἃ and 
Tonic ἡ; see above δὲ 61, 72 ff. 


172.| Ending of the Vowel Declension (stems in ἃ) 


1 There is no basis for an Ionic Grop (Et. Gud. 250;,). 

* ὑγιῆ in inscriptions of the fourth century is an analogue of σαφῆ. 

* Mase. in -ins: Σωσίης Joh. Gr. 239 B, Greg. Kor. 1, Gram. Meerm. 649, 
Birnb. 677,, Vat. 695 (with itacistic -eins), Ἑρμείης Joh. Gr. 239 B (-ims), Greg. 
Kor. 1, Meerm. 649, Vat. 695, Birnb. 677,. Fem. in -im: ἑστίη Joh. Gr. 241, 
ματίη Eust. 5434, Τροΐη An. Ox. I 408, οἷ. 40732 and 387), ἀρειή Theogn. ΤΙ 177,, 
ἀγγελίης Schol. T 206, ἀνειδείη An. Ox. IV 41907, Apoll. Conj. 2275, Schneider, 
Μηδείης Hdn. IT 7515,=Choir. 3245; ἀληθείη Aug. 668, Vat. 699, ὠφελείη Leid. 
628 (ἀνιηρός Hdn. ΤΙ 16,5= 357.5, An. Ox. III 296,, Drako 795, Σιδονίηθεν Hdn. IL 
3493 = An. Ox. 1387.,). Fem. in -en: κυνέη An. Ox. I 2394), νηπιέῃ Hdn. ΤΙ 353; = 
An. Ox. 1 280,7. An. Par. III 69,9, (ζαθέη Et. Gud. 22745, Ἑκτορέη Apoll. Conj. 233. 
Schn. Fem. in τω: Tpwh An. Ox. I 4ο7.. Fem. in -ρη: Ἥρη Joh. Gr. 240, 
241, Greg. Kor. το, Aug. 668, Meerm. 650, Vat. 693, 6096 ; χώρη Joh. Gr. 240, 
241, Meerm. 650, Vat. 696, θύρη Joh. Gr. 235, 240, Leid. 628, An. Ox. I 38759; 
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1. Masculines in -ens, -ins, are retained upon all early Ionic 
inscriptions. ’Eovéas and Avoaydpas, forms assumed to exist upon 
the lead tablets of Styra (1949) ana 44) have been shown, ὃ 157. 
to lack foundation. Cf. 19;,, 19.115 in Bechtel, Aivéns in Rob. 
1189 F, ᾿Αντίης Rob. L190, No. I, E. Πυθαγόρας occurs Samos 
215= Roberts, 1 156, in an artist’s signature to an Ionic epigram. 
Since the giver of the εἰκών was an Epizephyrian Lokrian, 
Pythagorés may have adopted for his name a form in harmony 
with the dialect of the dedicator Euthymos!. The dialect of 
Rhegion was mixed Doric and Ionic (Thuk. VI 5). Whatever 
be the true explanation of this form, it deserves notice that this 
is the earliest example of -αγόρας upon an Ionic inscription. In 
Rob. I 157, we read [fv ]@ayédp[as], restored on the lines of 156. 
A coin of Samos (400-350) gives the true Ionic form Πυθαγόρης, 
Bechtel, 226 I. On Πυθαγόρης, from Salymbria, see Bechtel 
on No. 261. 

-tas appears in Thasos at the end of the third century (Κριτίας 
82 A 7); ‘Hyéas in Keos, 44 Β 4; ᾿ἙΕλπέας 2bid. 44 B τό, an 
early document perhaps of the fifth century; ᾿Αρισταγόρας 
Thasos, 82 A 5 (225-200). See § 415. 

2. In feminine nouns the termination -17 appears sporadically 
till after Christ in the inscriptional monuments of the Ionic 
dialect (cf. below, § 173). The ingression of the Attic forms 
in the A declension dates from the middle of the fourth century 
B.C. Κλευπάτρα Delos 55, ΠῚ 34 (cf. VII 27) dates from the 
third century B.c.; ἀρᾶι Teos, 158,.» Δημητρία Chios, 192, ὑγείας 
Olbia, 129,,, are all inscriptions of late date. Upon an archaic 
vase (Roberts, I 190) we find Χώρα, whose ἃ perhaps makes for 
Attic provenance (see Kretschmer, K. Ζ. X XIX 398). 

Awpopéa Roberts, I 29, upon a stone in Naxos, is certainly 
not an Ionian woman, not only on account of the d, but also on 
account of the φ for 6, which is not a substitution known 
elsewhere as Ionic (p=0 in Aiolic, Boiotian, Epeirotic, Thessalian). 

Ἥρας Samos, 220 34, and 22157 (about 350), whereas in 226 we 
find Ἥρης. The ἡ form is retained upon inscriptions till a late 
period, though doubtless no longer spoken. Cf. § 430. The 


apov, edipn An. Par. IV 118,., ἀγορή Apoll. Adv. p. 191m Schn. ; γοργύρη 
ust, 16885. ἡμέρη Diog. Laert. VII 56; ἡμετέρη Leid. 628 ; ἰθύτρη Theog. II 
79173 Ἰρή An. Ox. TV 4121, Choir. 51593; ᾿Ἐφύρη An. Ox. 11594; (also in Thukyd.) 
II 117, called Attic, as also Κύρη ; ληϊβοτείρη An. Ox. I 20320 5 mar pn Tzetz. Ex, 
Ul. 85353 χήρη Eust. 580;3, 1093173; ὥρη Vat. 696; ΓΑσκρη, ᾿Ολύκρη, ᾿Αντισάρη 
Han. ΤΙ 348,,=Arkad. ΤΙ3;., οἵ. An. Ox. IV 4129; and Choir. 515, ff., who has 
also Κάτρη, “Aypn, Κύρη, Τερψιχόρη. Even in μοίρη An. Ox. I 2755, σπείρη 
Meerm. 650, Vat. 696, σφαίρη An. Par. IV 118,., Στείρη Joh. Gr. 240 B, ef. 
19. Ἷ 
ΐ Gen aters generally have the dedicatory inscription engraved in their 
native alphabet ; but cf. Roberts, I 230, bis, for an exception. 
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conservative style of the inscriptions has retained Πυθαγόρης on 
coins of the empire (P. Gardner, Num. Chron. 1882, 280). 

On -a in the poets, see below, § 187 ff. The occurrences of ἃ 
in proper names in Hdt., where ἡ might have been expected, 


have been enumerated under A (§ 158). 


173.] Note on the chronology of ἡ after ε, 1, and p in 
Ionic inscriptions. 

It is to be noted that upon inscriptions as late as the third 
century after Christ, Ionic ἡ held its ground sporadically; e¢.9. 
Keos, 52 ᾿Ιουλιητῶν (in Attic even in the fourth century B.C.) ; 
Paros, 66 Εἰλειθυίηι; Istros, 135 ᾿Ιστρίη (as late as Gordianus 
Pius); Priene, Πριηνέων, on a coin in Imhoof-Blumer, Monnaies 
Grecques, 296, No. 127 (time of Hadrian), Head, H. WV. 508. 
Coins of Olbia retain -ἰη till the period of Caracalla and 
Alexander Severus!. THTQN occurs on coins of Ios from 
Trajan to Faustina Jun. and Lucilla, Head, H. NV. 414. A 
unique form is ᾿Α[ π]ατούρηι Latysch. II 28. 

The inscriptions before 350 B.c. generally have the Ionic 7. 

This retention of ἡ, the inflection of adjectives of material in 
-εος, &c., and the inflection of the Jota declension (gen. -vos), are 
the last heirlooms of the Ionic dialect that were displaced by the 
Attic κοινή. 


174.| In the following paragraphs we will attempt to discover 
to what extent the Ionic dialect has preserved the long vowel of 
the suffix -1y (-1a), which in Attic and occasionally in Ionic has been 
displaced by -.a. An immediate connection, temporal or local, 
between Ionic and Attic cannot be shown on the ground of this 
tendency, which obtains in both dialects. Thus, the usual Attic 
form is ἀλήθεια, a form younger than the ‘Old-Attic’ ἀληθείᾳ 
and the Ionic (Homeric) ἀληθείη, since it is the result of a trans- 
ferring of an abstract noun with the suffix -ἰὰ into the category 
of the adjectival flexion, which had -.a as original feminine 
ending”, ‘The feminine adjective was formed from a consonantal 
stem by the addition of the suffix -τὰ (Skt. -2) as in ἡδεῖα svddvi, 
ἀλήθεια. Feminine nouns from the same stems added, not -ιᾶ, 


* Ionic forms occasionally appear in the MSS. of the New and of the Old 
Testament. That σπείρης existed in the archetypal MS., is evident from 
Acts XXI 31 (general reading), XXVII 1 (every uncial and many cursives), 
In Acts X τ, σπείρης is not so well supported (ACEL, -as in BP); paxalpns 
Luke XXI 24 (B'A), μαχαίρῃ Luke XXII 49 (B'DLT y); πλημμύρης Luke VI 48 
(B'LEx 33), Σαπφείρῃ Acts V 1 (Tischendorf. -pa BD), συνειδυίης Acts V 2 (AB 
Er, τας DP); ἐπιβεβηκυίης 1 Sam. XXV 20, κυνομυίης Exod. VIII 21, 24, (but 
τμυιαν) read by Tischend. In Acts XXVII 30 πρῴρης in N*eleA 13 ἃ; in XXVII 
41, is the v. 1. πρώτη for πρῴρη Ὁ 

* Joh. Gr. 240 B, Greg. Kor. § 45 call ἀληθείη a later furm than that in -ed. 
Joh. Gr. 235 merely cites ὠφελείη. 
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but -ἰᾶ as in ἀληθείᾷ: Perhaps the presence of the latter form 
caused the fem. adj. ἀλήθεια to die out. At any rate the 
confusion between -.a and -id in abstract nouns may be dated 
from the period of the disappearance of the fem. adj. of ἀληθής. 
Cf. also -ηιη and -eva from -ν stems, -1y being the substantival, 
-td the adjectival, ending 1. 

The question of the interrelation of -e.7, -ηιη, -ἰη is touched on, 
δὲ 145, 215, 232 ff. On Attic -eva and -1a, see Schanz’ Plato II 
2, p. vii ff., Moiris, 199,;. 


175.] Abstract feminines in -εἰη in Ionic. 

See Choirob. Bekk. Anecd. III 1314, Hdn. II 454.,,, Fritsch, 
Zum Vokalismus des herod. Dial. p. 19, Bredow, 127, 188. Figures 
without authors refer to Hat. 

adein IX 42, but ἄδειαν IT 121(¢), mall MSS. ἀληθείη, not 
ἀληθηίη, in Hdt.; ἀληθείη occurs in Euseb. Mynd. το, 21, Luk. 
Astr. τ, Hipp. ep. 10,, 124, 175;, Mimnermos 8, Iliad, Ψ 361, 
Q 407, and often in the Odyssey. Cf. Gram. Aug. 668, Vat. 
699. dvaidein VI 129, VII 210, &c., Archil. 78, (Athen. -eénv, 
or -ecav); Theog. 291, 648 (O -in); Hipp. ep. 1745. Cf. Choirob. 
6554, An. Ox. IV 419,,, Apoll. Conj. 2275, Schn. ἀτελείη I 54, 
TTI 67, IX 73; ἀτε[λ]είην Kyzikos, τοῦ B 3. This form has 
been attributed by Karsten (De titudorum Ionic. dialecto, p, 18), 
to that species of Ionic which he calls Karian®. No other 
example of ὠἀτελείη occurs upon Ionic inscriptions, though it 
is the regular Ionic form and that which has been supplanted 
upon other inscriptions by the Attic ἀτέλεια, Eryth. 199, (394 
B.C. one of the earliest cases of the ingression of Atticisms ὃ), 
202, (350 B.c.); Zeleia, 114 (334 B.c.); Ephesos, 147,, (300 
B.C.); Iasos, 105, (end of fourth century); Teos, Mitth. XVI 
292 (early Hellenistic period). ἀτρεκείη IV 152, Hipp. ep. 16,, 
17,4. ἐπιπειθείη Sim. Amorg.1,. εὐηθείη III 140; in VIT τό y, 
FR has εὐηθείας, not adopted by the editors. εὐμαρείη LV 113; 
Greg. Korinth. § 119, εὐμαρέην δὲ τὴν ἀπόπατον. Suidas has both 
εὐμαρέη and εὐμάρειας. εὐπετείη V 20, Demokr. 134. εὐτελείη 
II 92, &c. κακοηθίη Demokr. Mor. 22 (Stob.). μεγαλοπρεπείη 
IJ1 125. πολυμαθείη was the reading of Diog. Laert.in Herakl. 
τό (Byw. -in). Cobet’s πουλυμαθηίη is wide of the mark. πολυ- 
τελείη 11 87. πρεσβυγενείη VI 51. προμηθείη is correctly handed 
down in Xenoph. 1,,. Hdt. has προμηθίη I 88, III 36 (CPd, 
-efn). A schol., quoted by Bredow, p. 188, says τῆς νεωτέρας 
᾿Ιάδος ἐστὶ τὸ λέγειν τὴν προμήθειαν προμηθίαν. σιτοδείη 1 22, 


94. ξυμπαθείη Ατοῦ. 153. ὑγιείη IL 77, Demokr. Mor. 46, 


1 Tonic δηᾷ Attic Εὔβοια is older than Εὐβοίᾶ, Hesiod, W.D. 651. Cf. εἰδυῖαν. 
2 On βησιλέως, a supposed example of ‘ Karian’ Ionic, see ὃ 11. 
3 προεδρίην in the same inscription. 
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Hippokr. II 14, 26, 32, 634 Litt. (vudgo ὑγείην), ep. 25, 109, 17.» 
(vulgo, -ειαν in x), 26. ὑγείη Hippokr. II 244 Litt. (ὑγίην 
2165, 2276, &e.), 11 282 Litt. (ὑγιείην 2253, &e., ὑγίην 2276). 
Midway between ὑγιείῃ and ὑγείῃ stands the itacistic ὑγιΐῃ in 
Herodas 4,,, a form not yet contracted into dyin (ef. Ὑγίᾳ C.I.A. 
ΤΙ 183,). The gen. is ὑγιίης Hrd. 4,0» 9,; the nom. ‘Yyita 4, 
may be retained at the cost of the omission of τε. The evidence 
of inscriptions is against the primitive character of the form 
ὑγείᾷ (Osthoff, 17. U. IV 181), though it appears as early as 
Eubulos III 248, Philemon IV 22 (1. 11)—in both passages 
rejected by Meineke. Whether Ὕγεια Paros 67 (cf. Olbia, 129,,, 
also a late inscription) is ὑγείᾶ for Ionic ὑγείη, or ὑγεῖα « ὑγίεια 15 
uncertain, but both forms are clearly itacistic. On ὑγεῖα for 
ὑγίεια, see Blass, Aussprache*, p. 60, who compares late Boiotian 
Θεισπείων for Θεισπιείων, C.D. I. 816. ὑγίεια is a conjecture 
in Herakl. 104 (ὑγείαν vulgo), and often occurs as ἃ v. ὦ. in 
Hippokr. ὑπωρείη 11158 PL, ὑπώρεα LV 23, for ὑπώρεια from 
ὄρος, Hipponax ὀρείας 35,, Hdt. dpewds. φιλομαθείη Euseb. 
Mynd. 1. φρενοβλαβείη Luk. Syr. 18. 

176.| Forms in -ειᾶ < -εσια. 

In the following cases there is good MS. evidence for -e.a, 
which must however be regarded as an Attic intruder. ἄδειαν, 
Hdt. II 121 (ὦ) in all MSS. ἀκράτεια Hippokr. V 620 (166). 
ἀλήθεια Hippokr. ep. 17,4, 5;, where Hercher adopts the form with 
n as in all the other cases cited below from this pseudo-Ionic 
source. ἀμέλεια Hippokr. IT 60 (Litt. ὁμιλίην). ἀνδρογένεια 
Hippokr. ep. 27... ἀσθένεια Hippokr. HI 224 vulyo (Lit. -είην), 
Aret. 321. ἀσφάλεια Hippokr. IT 140, 244 (Lit. -είην), 634 (Lit. 
-inv), ITT 234 (Lit. -einv). ἐγκράτεια Huseb, Mynd. 26. ἐμμέλειαν 
in all MSS. except d, Hdt. VI. 129; Stein and Holder read -ειην. 
ἐπιμέλειαν in all MSS., Hdt. ΝῚ 105; Hippokr. ep. 2755. εὐγένεια 
occurs in Dem. 127, a fragment otherwise in Ionic form in Stob.; 
cf, Hippokr. ep. 17... εὐλάβεια Hippokr. ep. 27... εὐμενίη II 45, 
is written by Holder against the authority of the MSS., which 
have -eva or -ea. ἡδυπάθεια Hippokr. ep. 17,3. Ἡρακλείη Hat. 
V 43 (κλειαν ABCA). κακοπάθεια Hippokr. Cp. 1745. περιφανείη 
Stein, -eva, Holder with all MSS. In II 55, both Stein and 
Holder write Προμένεια, the name of a Dodonian priestess. 
ξυγγένεια Hippokr. ep. 26;. ξυμπάθεια Hippokr. ep.13,. ξυνά- 
φεια Aret. 1.47, 334. 

πανώλεα and ἐξώλεα, Bechtel, 263, found in Lykia, belong to 
the same class as ὑπώρε(ι)α, but it is not certain that these forms 
are not Attic. 


177.| Feminines in -εἴη or -εἰὰ derived from -yv- stems. 
ἱρείη in Hdt. V 72; ἱέρειαι IT 53 ABC, II 55 id., the reading 
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_ adopted by Holder. ἱέρεια is Homeric (Ζ 300) and original, is 
found upon a Keian inscription of the fourth century (No. 48), 
and is the κοινή form. Contracted form ἱερῆ < ἱερέη 1 or ἱέρειᾶ, 
Pantikap. 123,, Ephesos, 150 (late). Cf. βασίλη, πρέσβη Hdn. 
I 2753, 352... If ἱέρεια is correct, as we should expect, we have 
in Hdt,‘the older and the younger form, co-existing. ἱερείᾳ is 
attested by Hdn. I 531,, 11 708,,, Moiris 191 as Attic, and occurs 
in Bacch, 1114. ἱέρε(ι)ᾶ, too, is Attic (Meisterhans,? Ὁ. 32). 
See § 300. 

βασίλεια appears in numerous passages in Hdt. without a 
variant, and is the Homeric and original form. The v. /. 
βασιληίης I 211, in 10 is an hyper-Ionism, 

On the nom. a=n, see ὃ 420. 


178.| Feminines in -οιη, -vin, -oud, -υιᾶ. 

Hdt. usually has -o1m in fem. abstracts as προνοίη, συννοίη, 
evvoin, ὁμοχροίη, ἀπλοίη, παλχιρροίη. The Attic -o.d appears in 
εὔνοιαν IIT 36 (-οίην Stein), διάνοια 11 τόρ, διάνοιαν I 46, go, 
11 162, 1X 45. -υιη in μητρυιή; Ὡρειθυίη 15 not certain in VII 
189 (ὠρειθύην in d, ὡρείθυιαν in 1). The Ionie prose form of 
Attic ὄργυιὰ is not attested in the nominative. Homer has 
ὄργυιὰ (as μυῖα), Hdt. only oblique cases, and so Nikand. 776). 
τόρ ὀργυιῇ, but Aratos, Phain. 196 ὀργυιήν. See under Accent, 
§ 119. 

179. | Proper names in -αιᾶ, -ain; -ειὰ, -€lN 3 -οιᾶ, -οιη. 

Νίσαια, Ἱστίαια in Hom., but Ἱστιαίη in Hdt. VIII 23-25, 
a variation that recurs in the case of Φώκαια Hymn Apoll. 35, 
Hdt. I 142, 152, II 106, 178, VI 17, but Φωκαίη I 80, 164, 
165; Μηδείην I 2. For a full list of these names, see Bredow, 
126 fi. 


180.] Adverbs representing petrified case-forms of the A 
declension have throughout the Ionic η, e.g. λίην Hippon. 20, 
Anakr. 93 (cf. Greg. Korinth. § 58), λάθρῃ, πέρην (Arrian 3, cf. 
Hdn. I 508,), πέρηθε, mpwinv Hdn. I 490,, Theogn. IT 154,,. 


181.] In verbal forms of the -a inflection, and in derived 
forms. 

καταρήσεσθαι, πειρήσομαι (cf. Theog. 126) θεήσεσθαι," Αδρηστος, 
Tyrt. 125, in Hdt. and on a vase, Roberts, I το4. Αδραστος 
Smyrna, 153,;, an inscription of Attic inclinations. Cf. also 
ἠγόρασεν Eryth. 206 B 48, C 44, Nexaciwvos Thasos (Louv.), 
20 C g. Todvdpyros Thasos, 725; ᾿Αρήτη Hippon. 14, but 
*Apatos Eryth. 206 B 44; ἀρητήρ An. Ox. 1 21:0: 


1 Kallim. Epigr. 41 has Ἱερέη, Schn. Ἱρείη. 
N 
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Of all the supposed cases of Ionic ἡ in the modern Pontie dialect, only two 
(πέρνησον and ἀπέρνηστον -- πέρασον and ἀπέραστον) are regarded as genuine 
survivals by Hatzidakis, Neugr. Gramm. Ῥ. 163. 


182.] Words containing H=I. E. A in radical and thematic 
syllables. A few examples of each class will suffice. 


The admission of ‘hyper-dialectal’ ἃ into an Ionic word is out of the 
question. The Hipponaktian (2) πανδάλητος, if connected with δηλέομαι, must 
yield to some one of the various conjectures made to bring sense into the 
fragment. This ἃ is out of place save in Theokr., by whose time the hyper- 
Doric ἃ may have gained a footing. Cf. ζάδηλον Alkaios, 18,. Zavds, Zavt 
Bergk, P. L. G. III 710 (82) cannot be vernacular Ionic. Zfs was used by 
Pherekydes (Hust. 138753), not Zds as Clem. Alex. Strom. VI 741 reports. Cf. 
Collitz, B. B. X 51. 

n= extra-Ionie a, after p. 

γρηῦς ; forwhich Bergk reads ypads, Archil. 31, though Schneide- 
win long ago corrected the MS. to γρηῦς. There is no warrant for 
supposing that the inflection of γρηῦς differed from that of νηῦς in 
the nom.; and on Archil. 168 Bergk reads γρηύν. ypnis should 
not be derived from γραῦις (Curtius, H4.5, 176, ef. Schmidt, K. Z. 
XXVIT 375), but is probably an immovable feminine adjective 
like θῆλυς In θῆλυς ἐέρση, ἡδύς in ἡδὺς dttuy; and of this, γραῦις 
and γραῖα are the movable feminine forms. γραῖα appears to be 
a solitary example of a v-stem which has not taken on the -eva 
inflection. γραῦις is of Aiolic source. γρηῦς in Homer is scarcely an 
analogue to πρέσβυς, as Brugmann, 77. U. III 25, suggests. 

κεκρημένος Hdt. III 106, against the authority of all the MSS., 
cf. Hippokr. κέκρημαι. The base xepa has the form xpé=Ionic 
Kpn. ἀκρητοπότης, -ποσίη Hdt., κρητήρ' Anakr. 94,, cf. Eust. 
14033, κέκρηται Hesych. Even Pollux, X 108, has ἦθμός τις ἐπικρη- 
τηρίδιος, cf. Bechtel 103. 

πιπρήσκω (cf. Kallimachos 85), πρ]ηθέντων Eryth. 204,; Hdt. 
πρηθῆναι. Solon, however, has πραθέντες 4,, eleg., 36, trim. 

πρήσσω"“": Πρηξάσπης, Πρηξίλεως, Πρηξῖνος in Hdt. Πρηξί- 
modus Thas. (L.), 8 B 6, 10,, 11 B 3, 13,,, 215. Tpnétdews 
Thas. (L.), 3 B 8, cf. Thasos, 75 A 7. Πρηξᾶς Eryth. 206 A τι. 
Πρηξαγόρης Thas. (L.), 10,, 4 Πρηξώ Kyme, 20; Πρήξιον 
Delos, 57; ἐκπρηττόντων, 22, near Eretria with non-Ionic 77; 
πρηξάντων Teos, 158,,, Chios, 174 A 15, 20; πρῆχμα Chios, 
174 B18, 174 C 7 (also Attic, C. I. A. 111 3822). In Hdt. and 
other writers the Attic forms have crept into some MSS. Cf. 
18, V 12, VII 147 (Arrian, 910» 4319), Protag. ap. Plut. De Consol. 
Theognis has ἡ forms, 70, 80, 73, 1026, 1027, 553, 661, 953, 461, 
1031, 1075, but the ἃ forms in 4 or in other MSS. 204, 659, 256, 
644, 642,1051. Some Jonie inscriptions, too, have admitted the 


; κρητήρ An. Ox. I 238,,, Et. M. 53827, Et. Gud. 346,,. 
πρῆγμα An. Ox. I 238,9, Et. M. 558.., Et. Gud. 346,,. 
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As forms, Mylasa, 248 A 10 (367-6 B.C.), 248 C 10 (355-4), 
phesos, 147,,, about 300 B.c. In literature πρη- in all early 
monuments: Hdt., Dem. 770). 20,,, Herodas, V 3, &e. 

_Tpnis, πρηὔνεσθαι in Hat., Hippokr., MpnvAos, name of a Tha- 
slote, Πρηῦχος of a Styrian, 195,, (cf. Πρε-άνθης Keos, 50, IV 
65). πρηέα Luk. Astr. 29. πρευμενής in Attic poets is an 
Ionism. 

ῥῃδίως (ῥηΐδιος Apoll. Adv. 567=Schn. 157,), ῥηστώνη in Hat. 
and Luk. Syr. 20, Astr. 21, Hippokr. ῥᾳθυμείτω VI 648, 656, 
ῥᾳστῶναι IIT 438, ῥάων VIII 268 but very often ῥηίδιος, pnirepos, 
(Aret. 332), ῥηίζω VIII38. Blass thinks the a is short in the forms 
(cf. also δὲ 208, 274) which are not followed by two short syllables. 
Cf. Aiolic βράδιος Ξε ἔράδιος, Theokr. XXX 27, Bpaidios. Osthoff, 
Perfect. 446 ff., explains paav=faciwv=Lat. rarior (*vrasos). 
GES 299: 

pnxin, flood-tide, τὰ Hdt., can have nothing to do with ῥήγνυμι 
as L. & δι state, since the latter has pan-Hellenic 71. Connect 
rather ῥᾶχις, spine, Hdt. III 54. For the use of names of parts 
of the body to express natural objects, cf. arm of the sea, shoulder 
of the mountain, πολυδειρὰς "OAvpTos, Ke. 

tpnxvs. The relation of tpa to rapa in ταραχή, τάραξις is not 
perfectly clear, though it is probable that there is a correspondence 
of types, kepa: κρᾶ :: ταρα : τρᾶ. τρηχέα in Hdt. VII 33, is due 
to Abicht, the MSS. having the Attic form, which comes to light 
in Solon, 4,;. The genuine Ionic form is found in Tyrtaios, 12,5, 
Hipponax, 47,. 

The pseudo-Ionists generally adopt the Ionic forms. 

In some of the later portions of the Hippokratic corpus Attic ἃ 
is freely used, as in kéxpaya, κεκράκτης VI 388. 

183.] Νικήνορος Thasos (Li), 12 C ΤΙ, may serve as an ex- 
ample of y=a lengthened from ἃ upon the formation of a com- 
pound word. See§ 165, note,and $167. On Λοχᾶγός in Styra, see 
above, ὃ 157. κρήνη Ion.-Attic, from κραννὰ (Thessal. Κραννούν), 
Doric xpdva, perhaps from *xpaovad. The Attic ἡ is to be ex- 
plained as that of εἰρήνη § 217. 


184.| Ionic n=extra-Ionic a, after vowels. 

᾿ήσων in Hdt., but Ἰάσων Halik. 240,,; ᾿Ιητῶν Head, H. N. 
414; TPIH tid. 222. 

Ἰστρίη Istros, 135; ἰητρός Pantik. 119; οἵ. Luk. π. ὃ. ἱ. σ. 
§ 16; often in late epigrams, and even in such as are other- 
wise Doric. Wagner, Quaest. de epigr. 27. ἰητήρ C. 1. It. et Sie., 
Add. 2310 A. ; 

νεηνίης Hdt., νεηνίσκος Hippokr., venviewv Protag., cf. Νεή- 

1 γαυηγίη, shipwreck = Attic vavayin contains the lengthened form of Fay, 


ablaut of Fay (κατεηγότα in Hdt. and Hippokr.). 
N 2 


- 
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modus, Bechtel, 4,. The stem ved- varies with veo- ; Νεοπολιτέων 
4, cf. 4, and 4,. Cf. Φαίηλος Thasos (L.), 7 B 6, from φαιο-, 
as Κύδρηλος from xvdpo-. Cf. Ἑρμάφιλος Th. (L.), 20 C 8, and 
“Ἑρμόφιλος. 

παιήων, the Homeric form, is still preserved in Archilochos 76. 
Hdt. has παιωνίζω. 

Πριηνέων, Imhoof-Blumer, Monn. Grecg., 296, No. 127, period 
of Hadrian; IIPIH, Bechtel, No. 143. 

Upon the Attic tribute lists from 456 to 424 B.C. some names 
of Ionic peoples appear, now in the Ionic, now in the Attic form 
(Αὐλιῆται, ᾿Ιῆται, Κερδιῆται, Ναξιῆται, Πριηνῆς). In other cases ἢ 
always (Βαργυλιῆται, Θρανιῆται). Even the inhabitants of ᾿Τάλυσος 
appear as ᾿Ιηλύσιοι, whereas upon their own documents we find 
᾿Ιαλυσίοι[ς], Cauer, 177. The name seems to have come to the 
Athenians through Ionic sources. Cf. Cauer in Curtius’ Studien, 
VIII 247. In the fourth century ‘the epichoric names are 
more tenacious of their hold in the Attic inscriptions. Cf. 
Meisterhans, 13. 

τιήρη Hdt. VIII 120, but ridpa I 132, III 12, retained by 
Stem and Holder. Cf. Persai, 662 τιήρας (Dind. τια-). 

τριήκοντα and other forms of τριη- in composition. τριήκοντα 
Hippon. 20,, Eryth. 202,,, οἵ. Mylasa, 248 A 1, Keos, 43,0» 
- Chios, 174 B 23, D 15, Thasos (L.), 9,, has an n=d that is pro- 
bably not original, though the @ of the I. E. neuter pl. ἐγ took 
its @ from the o decl. when the plural of the o stems ended in 4d. 
See Schmidt’s Neutra, p. 39. 

duy- In διηκοσίων Zeleia 114 D 5, Chios, 174 D 18. The long 
vowel is due to the influence cf that of τριηκόσιοι. See Spitzer, 
Lautlehre des Arkad. p. 19. 

185.| Syllables of Derivation containing H. 

For example, in Herodotos, Sapdinvos, Κρηστωνιήτης, Σπαρτιήτης, 
Αἰγινῆται. Teyén, Τεγεήτης (Teyen is from Τεγείη as δωρεά from 
δωρειά in Attic, unless the latter, as Dittenberger thinks, is the 
younger form), Βαργυλιητῶν Bechtel, 252. Ὀρνεᾶται Hat. 
VIII 73 in 4&Cd, for which Stein has the Ionic form; ef. in 
the same chapter Παρωρεῆται. On other names in -ὅται in Hdt., 
see above, ὃ 158. Arrian 5,, has Τιτῆνος. 

Tonic θώρηξ, θωρηκοφόροι in Hdt. ‘and Arrian. tpné= Attic 
ἱέραξ, &e. στύραξ is the Herodoteian form (in III 107 one MS, 
has στύρηκα). 

Ποσειδάωνος ἄνακτος Archil. 10, is not in the MSS., but corre- 
sponds to Ποσειδάωνα ἄνακτα Ihad, XV 8. Cf. § 140, 1. 

186.| In other Forms. 

In the aorist of liquid verbs, e.g. ἔγημεν Anakr. 86, τετρήνας" 
Hip pon. 56. Is τετρήνεται Hippokr. VII 498 formed from the 
aorist 5 : 
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In the forms? éuinva, ἐλίηνα (as also in ἐθέρμηνα, ἐκάθηρα) 
Hdn. II 798,,=Choir, 60755, 65599, Et. M. 48314, 626...» 7010 
(μιῆναι), An. Ox. IV 193.5, 419.43 ἔκρηνα An. Ox. I 242,, An. 
Par. 117 318,, (κρῆνον Hdn. II 232,,=Theogn. II 91,,, An. Ox. 
I 2423, An. Par. III 318,,, cf. Tzetz. Ex. Il. 98,,). 


187.| Ionic H in Tyrtaios and Solon. 

Since Attic metrical inscriptions (δ 72) pronounce in favour of 
the adoption of the Attic a for ἡ in forms which might (on the 
view that the influence of the epic, and not that of the native 
dialect was paramount) have been Ionic, the question arises 
whether in the non-Ionic elegists there may not be preserved 
instances of the ἃ of the native speech. Though Ionic was the 
dialect of the Greek literary world prior to the advent of Attic 
(as Attic was the medium of literary expression until the advent 
of the κοινή), nevertheless it may have not possessed the power 
to absolutely repress all ingressions of a non-Ionic idiom. We 
may ask: How far does the dialect of poets born in Ionia differ, 
if it differs at all, from the dialect of poets whose birthplace or 
place of residence was in a canton whose speech had never ad- 
mitted ἡ after ¢, 4, v, and p? In other words, are the a’s of 
Tyrtaios due to his Spartan home, and are the a’s of Solon the 
result of his Athenian citizenship? Furthermore, we can here 
but call attention to the fact that the MSS. of the Ionic poets 
may have suffered, either from the hands of ignorant scribes who 
knew only the common dialect of their time; or from precon- 
ceived notions as to the character of early iambic, trochaic and 
elegiac poetry. In the case of poets of Ionic birth, whose art is 
Ionic, the restoration of the genuine Ionic forms in ἡ offers but 
little difficulty. Thus we have an Attic ἀνθίας in Ananios 5 
(θείην 1,), ᾿Αναξαγόρας in Anakreon 105, and other cases of like 
character. ὃ 416. Cases of ἃ in Herodas are very rare (3.4, 5;, 
379 93): ‘These are Attic rather than Doric. 


188.| Tyrtaios: The absence of any contemporaneous elegiac 
poems upon inscriptions, such as guide us in the examination of 
the Soloneian dialect, renders extremely difficult the question 
whether or not Tyrtaios admitted any cases of Doric ἃ in his 
elegies. In the elegies, where, on any view, we should expect 
to find fewer cases of ἃ than in the eméateria, we notice αἰσχρᾶς 
δὲ φυγῆς 124,, ἀτιμία 10,9, ἐχθρᾶν-ψυχήν 11, and ἀνιαρότατον 10, 
in MSS. ἃἁ φιλοχρηματία Σπάρταν ὀλεῖ 3,, 15 supposed to re- 
present the response of the Delphic oracle to Lykurgos, though 


1 The grammarians often call an aoristie form Ionie¢ on account of an ἢ 
which is, however, also Attic: ἐτέκτηνα An. Ox. I 1384, 411, (cf. Attic 
ἐτεκτηνάμην), ἔφηνα An. Οχ. ΤΥ 1983, 41926, 1 35017, 410323 ἐσήμηνα LV 108,5; 
Choir. 6085, καθήρατε An. Par, III 508,,, éynua An. Ox. IV 19329, ὅσ. 
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the Pythia used the epic idiom from the earliest period. The 
Σπάρτας of Plutarch seems more probable than Σπάρτης in 44 
(accord. to Diod. Sik.). 

Elsewhere the Ionic forms prevail: στυγερῇ πενίῃ τος; εὐρείης 
11,4» δεξιτερῇ 1105» βίην 123, τρηχείας, accUS., 12,5, ᾿Αδρήστου 12ς. 
Since in a few Lakonian elegies of early date (though posterior 
to Tyrtaios) we find only the Doric forms, 1 regard αἰσχρᾶς, 
ἀτιμία, ἐχθράν, and ἀνιαρότατον as native to the original dialect 
of Tyrtaios and the 7’s as due to the same cause as produced 
those in Solon. 

In the case of the emlateria, we shall, I think, have to accept 
as certain an admixture of Lakonian forms. Thus we find 
Σπάρτας 151; πολιατᾶν 15. (cf. Pindar, Isthm. I 51), Aata 155, 
τᾶς (wis 15., τῇ Σπάρτᾳ 15,. Bergk’s reading, "Ayer, ὦ Σπάρτας 
ἔνοπλοι κοῦροι, ποτὶ τὰν “Apeos κίνασιν, in fragment 16, presents 
a hopeless mixture of Doric and Ionic, to which no Spartan 
youth would have listened. κίνασιν is an hyper-Dorism, un- 
attested for the period of the early Messenian wars, which occurs 
in the pseudo-Timaios περὶ ψυχᾶς ; and κοῦροι should be κῶροι, if 
Doric. Hephaistion has κίνησιν correctly enough. 


189.| Solon: In his trimeters we find ἐλευθέρα 36,, βίαν 3644 
(Plut. βίην), πραθέντας 36,. η ἴῃ ἀναγκαίης 364, δουλίην 36:1. 

In the tetrameters: ἄγραν 335, ἡμέραν μίαν 32ς, μιάνας 325. 
y in Bins 325. 

In the elegies, where the greatest dependence upon epic forms 
might be anticipated: ἡμετέρα 41, Bla 4.ς: δυσνομία 455, εὐνομία 
453, λαμπρᾶς ος (sic Diod. Sik., Plut.; -js Diog. L.), ὑμετέραν 114 
(ste Diod. Sik.; -nv Plut., Diog. L.); also in πραθέντες 4,,, τραχέα 
4355 πραῦνει 4.3, ῥάδιον 9;. Elsewhere 7. 

ἢ might possibly be defended even in the trimeters and tetra- 
meters on the view that the background, especially of the iambic 
trimeter, is Ionic, and that the dialogue portions of Attic tragedy 
in their use of occasional Jonisms (ᾧ 77) followed the norm 
established by the earliest cultivator of the iambus upon Attic 
soil. This view must be rejected because the senarii of tragedy 
adopt the Ionic ἢ only under certain conditions which are foreign 
to Soloneian art. Solon made use of a, and the Ionic ἡ must 
have been introduced by scribes prepossessed by the belief that 
he was entirely dependent upon the Ionic dialect in matters 
of vocalism. In regard to his use of oo for Attic tr, he is 
clearly under the influence of Ionic models. 

In the elegiac poems there is no positive proof that Solon 
adopted Attic forms where they differed from Ionic, nor, on the 
other hand, have we criteria sufficient to establish the uniform 
appearance of the Ionic forms. The evidence of the contemporary 
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elegy speaks, however, strongly in favour of the rejection of all 
cases of the specifically Ionic 7. Cf. § 61. 

190.| Xenophanes, Theognis and the Later Elegy. 

Xenophanes preserves the Ionic ἢ everywhere except in κρατήρ 
14, for which we should read xpy-. On ἔμπᾶς, see above, § 161. 

The Theognideian collection offers so much that is adventitious 
that the question as to how far Theognis coloured his Ionic elegies 
with shght masses of local matter is rendered well-nigh insur- 
mountable. The cases of ἃ in the chief MSS. are as follows :— 

πρᾶγμα 256, 642, 644, 1051 (cf. § 182); ῥάδιον and connected 
words, 120, 429, 1220; μικρά 607; Τιμαγόρα 1059 (by conj.); 
ἐχθρά 270 (in some MSS.); παιδείας 1305, cf. 1348; πατρῴας 
1210, 888; σμικρᾷ 323; μιᾷ 664 (some MSS. μιῇ); λείαν 1327 ; 
δυστυχίαν 1188 (4 has -ἡ, as frequently where the MSS. divide 
on this question). Renner wishes to read νηῦς 84, 856, and 970 
(4 has vnvs)?. The genitive sing. and dat. plur. are νηός 513 and 
νηυσί 12. In the second book ἡ seems better supported. 

In the later elegy we find ἃ in the MSS. in Aischylos (but 
κυανέη 3,), Sophokles, Euenos (but pavins 2,, βλαβερή 4,), Kritias 
(but εὐσεβίης 2.., ἡμετέρης 4;). All these ἡ forms should be 
changed to a. Forms in ἢ occur in Pigres, Empedokles, Agathon, 
Plato and Aristotle, though in the last three ἃ should be ex- 
pected. Plato 24 has πέτρας, [25] τάνδε, though it is surprising 
to find Dorisms. The genuine Plato no doubt used Attic forms. 
ἢ 1s in place in Ion, cf. 2,, 4,,, though the a’s elsewhere occur 
(€.9. 31:4). Dionysios Chalkos has εἰρεσίῃ 45, 5,. A mixture 
of ἡ and ἃ so early as the fifth century is improbable. Even in 
the ease of Jon, his elegies must be either Attic or Ionic. 

191.] Ionic H=Attic A. 

διπλήσιος Apoll. Con. 22753, 23393, Schn., wevra-, ἑξαπλήσιον, 
πολλαπλήσια Hdt. The latter form, III 135, where ABR have 
the Attic form ; which comes to light in διπλάσιον Teos, 158,,, 
an almost completely Atticized inscription. Cf. Gothic ain-falps. 

The genuine Herodoteian πεντακόσιοι is amply attested (III go, 
IX 29), and occurs in the Chian inscription, 174 D7 (π| ε]ντα- 
κοσίων). πεντᾶκοσιοι has its πεντᾶ- on the lines of τετρᾶ-, ἑπτᾶ-. 
The form πεντη- in certain MSS. of Hdt. (III 13, VII 186) is 
doubtless to be explained on the view that the scribe had in his 
mind’s eye the Homeric πεντηκόσιοι (y 7), whose ἡ is due at once 
to the influence of πεντήκοντα and at the same time to the ictus. 
Aristarchos and Herodian wrote πεντάκόσιοι in the Homeric 
passage. 

Instances of -7=4 in suffix syllables are adduced, ὃ 419. Such 


1 ναῦς occurs 84, 856, 970, 1361, ναῦν 680. Whether this is ἃ or @ is 
uncertain. 
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forms as μοίρη, σπείρη (Greg. Korinth. p. 390), γεφύρη, occurring 
occasionally in the MSS. of Hdt., are hyper-Ionisms. 

πείνη, πέζη (δ 419) are genuine Ionisms. 

Tonic νηῦς, νηυσί (=vdats, νᾶῦσι) are due to case-levelling, the » 
forms being strictly in place only in such cases as the genitive 
singular where the case termination begins with a vowel. 

ἀναπλήσσουσι Hippokr. 11 58 cannot be correct Ionic for Attic 
ἀναπλᾶττουσι. 

Kallinos’ Ἡσιονῆας (5) has been regarded by Fick, Odyssee, 
p- 24, as an instance of ictus lengthening, Steph. Byzant. con- 
necting ’"Hovovia with ’Acia. ἤκην, cited as a parallel instance 
from Archilochos by Fick, has been differently explained, ὃ 169 ; 
and ᾿Ησιονῆας may rest ultimately upon similar ablaut gradations. 
At least it is premature to assume lengthening per ictum in so 
hazy a word. 

τήγανον is called Ionic, Hdn. 11 388, = Et. M. 743,0 (cf. 756.7). 
Both τἄγηνον and τήγανον occur in Old Comedy. Athenaios cites 
a form ἤγανον (ΞΞ τήγανον Ὁ) from Anakreon 26 (§ 326). 

Fick’s contention that #popos is a living Ionic form for ἄμμορος, still awaits 
proof. Evidence in favour of his view may be found in the gloss of Hesy- 
chios : ἡμορίς᾽ κενή, ἐστερημένη" Αἴσχυλος Νιόβῃ. ἄμμορος is a strange form in 
Hipponax 2, a poet whose intellectual character and whose use of language 
is alien to the retention of such Homeric forms as are Aiolic in colouring. 
See § 339. 

ἠλασκάζω 1]. XVIII 281, for ἀλυσκάζω, Ionic according to Orion 70,. 

192.| H=E. 

See § 139. On θηέομαιΞε θεάομαι, see on the verb, ὃ 685; on 
the interrelation of εἰ and m, see § 232-239. 

ἀνηρίθευτος Chios, 174 B 26, of which the usual form is dvep-. 
See ὁ 167. 

193.| Ionic H=I. 

No interchange of and i can be maintained on the score of 
ψημύθιον Ξε ψιμύθιον, Kt. Mag. 103,,, nor in view of the name 
Σημονίδης, attested as that of the iambographie poet by Et. Mag., 
and adopted by Christ in his History of Greek Literature, and by 
Hiller in the new edition of Bergk’s Anthologia Lyrica. Else- 
where no trace of this form of the name appears ; while Σιμωνίδης 
is genuine Ionic from the evidence of a lead tablet from Styra 
(19:59); and it is under this name that the author of the Mirror 
of Women is usually cited by ancient authorities. 


194.| Ionic H=Q. 


Μαιῆτις, often in Hdt. with different suffix! than in Μαιῶτις, the later 
name. Cf. Μαιῆται (= Mara) Hdt. 1V 123. We find Μαιῶτιν IV 3 in all 
* A curious variation in suffix formation is presented by χοληγαγός for 


-nyés which is found in A in Hippokr. VI 322. In the fifth century -aywyds 
was Just coming into vogue (Hippokr. ἀναγωγός). E 
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MSS., and so Hippokr. Hdt. generally used -wris, -wrns (Πελασγιώτιδες, 
Φθιῶτις, Θεσσαλιῶτις, Ἰταλιώτης). Ἱστιαιῶτις is the form in Hat. as in Strabo, 
though VIII 23, R has Ἱσταιήτιδος ; and all MSS. have Ἱστιαιώτιδος VIL 175, 
cf. 156. ᾿Αμπρακιητέων is the accepted form, IX 28, -τήτας 31, but ᾿Αμπρακιῶται 
occurs VIII 45, 47. Kirchhoff thinks that -yris is properly Herodoteian and 
that -wris was smuggled in from the κοινή. Names in -wris are generally 
non-Ionic. We find ᾿Ιταλιώτης IV 15. Hdn? II 2310 apud Eust. 468 thinks 
-InTns IN Μασσαλιήτης, ᾿Απολλωνιήτης is Ionic. 
Archilochos has παιήονα. See §§ 140, I, 202, 280. 


195.| Ionic H=AI. 

μιηφόνου Archilochos, 48 = Homeric μιαιφόνε (E 31). A similar 
balance of ἡ and a forms appears in ᾿Αλθημένευς Bechtel, Thas. 
(L.), 4 B 3, and ᾿Αλθαιμένης. Tonic has no trace of αἴμισυς, a 
form that comes to light in Aiolic. Archil. 167 ἥμισυ τρίτον -- 
δύο ἥμισυ. 


196.] Long Iota. 

1. Ionic with other Hellenic dialects has retained a few cases 
of τ which may be assumed to be proethniec, ¢.g. ἵκω, -ἴτης. 

2. ton Hellenic soil from wF(rlve), tpt (οἰκτίρω), wy (ῥίγιον), 
ἵλεος and ἵλαος « σισλη-, ἰλύς from i-cAds=Aiolic ἰλλ-, ἴσος « 


ἔισξος (ἴσος does not occur in Ionic poetry). On τ from con- 
traction of 1+e in tpds, tpein, &c., in Herodotos, see under Con- 
traction, ᾧ 300, oni<itu, § 270. Hdn. I 526. II 18,, held 
that the ᾿ of trisyllabic nouns in -/s was long in Ionic, short in 
Attic. 

Tonic is on a plane with the non-assimilating dialects (7. 6. all 
except Aiolic and Thessalian) in lengthening short iota+ op to 
τμ (Ἵμερος Perinthos, 234 B 25). γίνομαι « yuyv-1 seems to have 
been the accepted form of the fifth century, though we lack the 
evidence of old inscriptions. Oropos, 18,,, about 400 B.C., has 
γινέσθων Mylasa, 248 A 15 (367-6 8. ο.), γίνεσθαι Teos, 158., τι 
(first century), γινόμενοι. If we may trust the MSS. of the 
iambographic poets, γίγνομαι is the better attested form for their 
period. γίνομαι occurs in Anakr,. 87. The substitution of γίνομαι 
for γίγνομαι appears to have taken place earlier in Ionic than 
in Attic, in the inscriptions of which dialect γίνομαι does not 
come to light until 292 B.c. Hdt., Anaxag., Demokr., Xanthos, 
Pherekydes of Leros (22, 40, 48, 55, 85, 901 cf. 20), Herakl., Hrd. 
To, Arrian 3,, 28,, have γίνομαι. This form when found i in later 
writers who quote Ionic sources is no proof of Ionic colouring 
since γιψ- is common after Aristotle. γινώσκω in Herodotos, Hippo- 


1 Hoffmann (D. M. G. p. 23) denies that γίνομαι arose from γίγνομαι and 
derives it from *yiyFoua (ef. jinvati), but takes no note of γινώσκω. Both 
arose from yipv-. The Kretan γιννόμενον (Mus. Ital. III 694, Gortyna) repre- 
sents the halting-place on the road to γῖν-. 


+ 


186 THE IONIC DIALECT. [197. 


krates, Demokr., Herakleitos, Melissos, Anaxag., Herodas, is not 
met with upon Attic inscriptions until the period of Roman 
supremacy. In Hipp., Littré generally has yuyv-, e.g. 11636. ΟΥ̓. 
§ 589. Hdt. uses μίσγω, not μίγνυμι as Arrian, on which see 
A, J. P. V1 449. 

In κάκιον Arch. 13 (κακίω 6,) we have an instance of -ἴων, 
with which compare Skt. -zyas. The epic poets have -iwy. | 

i occurs in ξυνίετε Arch. 50, ἐσθίειν Anan. 5,. Cf. Attic τημι 
(Hom. tnx). Whether ἐσθίειν is to be compared with Attic κηκίω 
= Hom. κηκΐω, Attic μηνίω, μηνΐω Ξ- Hom. μηνΐω is doubtful. Cf. 
Curtius’ Verbum, I 301. 


197.] Itacism. It is extremely doubtful whether there is any 
instance of itacism in inscriptional Ionic of the fifth or previous 
centuries. In the third edition of his Aussprache (p. 58) Blass 
has withdrawn all the examples he had collected (ed. 2, p. 51) 
from the inscriptions in proof of an early appearance of v for εἰ. 
In the case of Mapwritéwy 1 196,, not noticed by Blass, we have 
a form by the side of which exist Μαρωνειτέων 196, = Brit. 
Mus. Catal. 125, No. 13, and Μαρων»ηιτέων τούς, all three forms 
occurring upon coins before 400. The coin, Brit. Mus. Catal. 
125, 15, has Mapwviréwy on the front and Μαρωνιτῶν on the re- 
verse ; Μαρωνιτέων in Bechtel, 196,, being later than 400 8. Ο. 

Of such forms as show both m and εἰ, as in Attic ᾿Αριστηίδης 
and ᾿Αριστείδης, the former is the older; but no instance of 
a parallel form in τ can be adduced. An ᾿Αριστοκλίδης Styra, 
191,5; 18 derived from ᾿Αρίστοκλος, an ᾿Αριστοκλείδης Styra, 1940; 
from ᾿Αριστοκλῆς. Greg. Korinth., p. 379, attests the existence 
of diaeresis in Πηλεΐδης and Πηληΐδης, herein confusing Homeric 
and Herodoteian Ionic. On the latter form and on Herodoteian 
patronymics, see § 235, Bredow, p. 190. 

There are several forms in the Ionic of literature which point 
to the later confusion between the εἰ and 7 sounds, such as I have 
shown, 4. J. P. VI 419-450, to exist in the text of Homer. Cf. 
e.g. Modvveixeos Hdt. IV 147, &c., with the spelling of Στρατο- 
νείκου Paros, 67, and of Νείκην Olbia, 129,,, both of the period 
of the empire. For the older forms in τ, see I. G. A. 79, 515. 
ΠΠολύνικος occurs on inscriptions from Attika and elsewhere 
(Avdpovixov C. 1. G. 2252, Samos). 

Τείμαρχος Styra, 19.515» 1s Lenormant’s incorrect reading for 
Τιμ-. Τειμ- is, however, attested in Τειμαγόρα Cauer, 1955, 
(Rhodes). This form is due to the influence of τείσω, ἔτεισα, 
Γεισικράτης, &e. 

Εἰδομένευς Thasos (L.), 5,, about 300 8.0. (cf. Εἰδομενέα C. 


1 See Head, H. NV. 216. 
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I. G. 2184, -e? 6418), might be derived from εἴδομαι. ᾿Ολβιοπολει- 
τέων Olbia, 130, ie before 200 B.c.), is certainly itacistic. 
᾿Ολβιοπολιτέων 130,. ᾿Αφροδείτης Hryth. 206, C 48, with 
later eu. ; 

On the Homeric ΠΠολύϊδος, see K. Z XXV 261, XXVII 275, 
XXIX 236, A. J. P. VI 440. It occurs upon a metrical 
inscription from Amorgios (No. 35) of the fourth or third century, 
and in a document from Halikarnassos, 240,,, dating from the 
fifth century according to Dittenberger. [Πολυίδειος Thessal. 
345s4- The form Πολυείδης, if it existed in earlier Ionic, must 
have ceased to exist in Ionia by the fourth century. The forms 
in 1 seem well attested}. 

For ἴλη Stein writes εἴλη I 73, and εἴλας I 202, εἰλαδόν I 172. 
Cf. Kret. ἀρχιλλάν * ἀρχιποίμενα. In the Glossary to Herodotos 
(Stein, II 465) we find εἰρήν, as also in Plut. Lyk. 17; whereas 
Hesychios has ἴρανες * ot εἴρενες, Λάκωνες. Brugmann in 
Curtius’ Stud. IV 116, and J. Schmidt, Vocal. II 330, claim 
that the Spartan ἴρην is derived from ἔρσην, through *éppyv 
and ἴρρην. A preferable explanation is that ἴρην, like ipijs and 
ἐρής, is an independent nominative not connected with ἔρσην, 
and that εἰρήν is itacistic (Baunack, Δ΄. Ζ. XX VII 566). 

irén, in Hdt. I 194, proved by the Eiréa of Attic inscriptions 
to be itacistic, has forced its way into Ionic and Attic literature. 
An iréa is attested by Hdn. I 522, II 17. 

On -i in relation to -eun, -in, see ὃ 145. 

On ἱμάτιον, see § 224, 9. 

198.] Relation of [ to EY. 

The statement that ev becomes 7 in idvs, ἰθύνω, is incorrect. 
Hdt. has εὐθύς I 65, &c., Arrian, I,; but ἰθύν 1 185; idea 11 
17, &c.; ἰθύτριχες VIL 70. On the stones we notice a similar 
juxtaposition of forms: Εὐθύμαχος Styra, Το.05, Εὐθυνείδης 
19j94, LOvKrén[s] τῶ. tvva Chios, B. P. W. 1889, p. 1195. 
See Bezzenberger in his Beitrdge, LV 345. Wackernagel, K. Z. 
XXIX 151, suggests that 7@v- became εἰθυ- in post-Homeric 
times through influence of εὐθυ- (1. E. adhi). 

199.] T. 

I. I. E. Ὁ is retained. 

2. Ὁ developed on Greek soil as in other dialects, e.g. Ὁ from 
vov in Bivw, Hdt. Il 96; from vac in ἐμίστυλα, Sim. Am. 24,; 
from vvf or vvy as in ξυνός (also Arkadian for κοινός). See § 380. 


1 πΠολυΐδου occurs on a late prose inscription from Kyzikos, Mitth, X 205, 1.1; 
Πολυείδης Tanais, Latyschey II 441,, is not Ionic. 

* Er- or E(d)OUuaxos 19.4, not Ἐ(ξ)θύμαχος, as G. Meyer, Gramm. ὃ 121 note, 
reads. If the reading Εἰθύμαχος is correct, we may compare Εἰθυκαρτίδης 
Naxos, B. C. H. XII 464. See under fF. 


΄ 
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The 5 of ὀρσοθύρης in Sim. Amorg. 17 (καὶ τῆς ὄπισθεν ὀρσ. 
ἠλσάμην) is suspicious; compare ὀρσοθύρη in the Odys. 22, 126 
and 333. σκῦλος Hrd. 3¢g is singular (σκῦτος Ὁ). Hom. ὀϊζῦρός; 
in Arch. 129, Sim. Am. 7,, (fifth foot) the quantity of v 1s 
uncertain. In Aristoph. οἰζῦρός. 

Ὁ and w: In Ionic we find ᾿Αμυμόξεινος Styra, 19455, ἄμωμος 
Sim. Am. 4, Anakr. 48 and ᾿Αμώμητος Thasos, 72,, forms which 
reproduce the two Homeric adjectives. Hinrichs (H. 2. /. A. 
Ῥ. 81) asserts the Aiolic character of ἀμύμων, though it is not 
clear why the Aiolians should have possessed a monopoly of this 
word, or why the 6 should be Aiolic solely. : 

ὥρη Miletos, 100,= Lat. sara, from *oF wpa or ὅσβωυρᾶ ; οὐρή 15 
not connected. 


Q. 


In §§ 200-204 for the purpose of comparison with other dialects, certain 
forms in ὼ are adduced which are not the result of a special Ionic change. 


200.| © for A. 


(éw = (dw is not restricted to Ionic, since we have in Boiotian ζώω and in 
Kretan δώω. ζώω in tragedy where there is need of epic colouring. (do 
seems to have been formed from a perfect with the ablaut ». Whether 
we have to deal with a reduction of w to o in ζόω that is specifically Greek, 
and whether the w forms are pro-Hellenic, is not certain. In Ionic both 
the w and o forms exist, 6. 9. (dev Sim. Amorg. τ; cf. (dest (4, Which 
Brugmann, UM. U. I 8, III 6, classes with his injunctives. Herakl. ζώειν 86, 92, 
Hrd. 4. Parallelism of w and o is not unusual, as witness γιγνώσκω, Aiol. 
γνοέω, Attic ἀμφιγνοέω, xAwpds, χλόη; λώοντο Kallim., λοέω, &c. Homeric 
ζωός is a later formation for older (és, Brugmann, Grundr. I, p. 4583 (én, 
e.g. Herodas I 4, 3. is from (wh, as νεῶν «νηῶν, ibid. p. 463. Ionic (én appears 
in Attic tragedy. Joh. Gr. 240, Meerm. 654 (ὦλλοι), Aug. 668, Vat. 698, 
Greg. Korinth. § 29 mention the absurd notion that the Ionians could say 
ὥνθρωπος, ὥριστος instead of ἀνθρ- &c. though Greg. sees that the w is in 
place only in the vocative or where the article precedes ἄριστος. ὦ for a 
was held to be found in θωυμάζω, ὠυτός Greg. Kor. ὃ 30; see § 258. 


201.| Ionic where Attic has E. 


πλώω, in Homer, Hdt., Hrd. 2;5, for πλέω, though the latter is more frequent 
(Greg. Kor. 69, Bredow 171). πλώω has been held to contain an w which is 
the ablaut of y, 7.e. one which does not originally belong in the present; M. U. 
145. It is derived from a perf. rémAwf a. ᾿ 

202.] O=A’ 

θῶκα and θωκέω in Hdt., cf. Attic θάσσω, θᾶκέω. Since θᾶκος is=0dFakos, 
there is no ablaut of ἃ to w. Hdt. has παιωνίζω, which is also the Attie prose 
form except in Xenophon, Symp. 2, 1. The noun has always ἃ in Attic. 
Theog. 779 παιᾶσιν, cf. Archil. παιήονα, 76. See § 280. 

The Ionic Attic form is Gewpds=Doric θεᾶρός ; on θευρός in the Thasiote 
dialect, see ὃ 286, 1. The ground-form is *@eaFopds. See K. Z. XXXI 289. 
The Ionic form for Messenian Μεθάνᾶ is Μεθώνη. 
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203.| Ionic Q=Attic H. 

For Attic πτήσσω we have the Homeric πτώσσω in Hat. IX 48; ef. Iliad, 
IV 372 πτωσκάζω. Lonic πτώσσω (Eustath. on A 371) is either a denominative 
or a present formed from the base of the perfect, 

On the suffix -y71s, -wris, see under H, ὃ 194. 


204.) Q=1. 


ἄμπωτις Hdt. see § 367. Of. Aiolic πώνω and πῶ from perf. *rémwa. See 
Schulze, K. Z, XXVII 420. 


205.| Ionic Q=AY. 


In a few Ionic words the a of av seems sporadically, through 
influence of v, to have taken upon itself an o colouring, and this 
o+v to have been pronounced as ὦ ; οἵ, Delphic ὠτόν, Spartan 
OTe. 

We have thus διαφωσκούσῃ Hdt. III 86, but -av- probably 
IX 45 (v. 1. -w-, and -a-), and ὑπόφαυσις VII 36. φώσκω may 
still be heard at Anchialos on the Black Sea. So also ὦ for av 
In τρῶμα, τρωματίης, τρωματίζειν, κατατετρωματίσθαι in Hdt., with 
similar forms in Hippokrates, Aretaios, and Arrian, Jud. το. In 
Hdt. ΤΥ 180, g and z have τρωυμάτων, which Stein rightly rejects. 
τρωῦμα is found in Lukian, d. d. 8. 20, in all MSS. except 
FL. θῶμα ' occurs in MSS. of Hdt. with such frequency that we 
may well question whether Dindorf’s θῶμα and τρῶμα are not 
preferable to Stein’s θωῦμα and τρωῦμα. The two chief classes 
of MSS. here follow different principles as regards θω- and θωυ-, 
the first class having ὦ, the second wv; in the others there is 
wild confusion. In pseudo-Hippokr. περὶ τέχνης, § 11, Gomperz 
finds θῶμα in a corrupt reading of 4, MZ. In VI 496, we find 
θωμάζεται In 6; θαυμάζω Littré, I 499. The pseudo-Ionists, 
however, offer slender support to θῶμα (Arrian, Ind. 34, 40, θαῦμα 
15, Eusebios, ὃ 3 θώματι) ; Lukian testifies in every passage to 
θωῦμα. See ὁ 258. 

The w form in τρῶμα, recalling the Attic and Ionic τρώσω, τέτρωμαι ke. 
might be derived directly from ./rpw; but this method does not avail us in 
the case of a θῶμα (see § 258). That θῶμα is a genuine form is evident from 
Argolic @wudyras B. C. H. IX 355=C. D. 1. 3172 A (Phlius) ; ef. furthermore 
θῆβος (=O%fFos) θαῦμα and θήγεια (θήξεια)" θαυμαστά. τραῦμα recalls Slay. 
trujg, τρῶμα (Pind. rpdua) Slav. traviti, πρύω, τρύχω. Bechtel, Lautlehre, p. 167, 
derives θῶμα and τρῶμα, θαῦμα and τραῦμα from the ground-forms θωῦμα and 
τρωῦμα;, neither of which has been preserved. 


206.| Ionic Q=Attie OY. 
ὧν is the form of the adverb in the Aiolic, Boiotian, Doric 


1 Bredow 142, Struve Quaest. de dial. Herod. III, p. 11 write τρῶμα, but 
θῶυμα or Odiua. Cf. Joh. Gr. 240, Vat. 698, Aug. 668, Meerm. 6543 κῶμα 
Meerm. 654, Vat. 698. τρώμη (sic) Ionic for τρῶσις according to Eust. 102:2, 
99I¢0) 165352, Who says that in Ionic τρώω = βλάπτω (130455) 153210) 18032). 


΄- 
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(late Doric οὗν) and Tonic?! dialects. Thessalian ody is only ap- 
parently equivalent to Attic οὖν, which seems to have been en- 
grafted upon Homer upon the authority of Aristarchos, who 
regarded the poet as an Athenian ; unless it may be held that ov 
became ὦ as did av in τρῶμα. Hadt. has ὧν, οὔκων, οὐκῶν, ὁσονῶν, 
τοιγαρῶν, with occasional lapses in the MSS. in the direction of 
the Attic forms, as is the case in the MSS. of Lukian and Arrian. 
The letter of Pherekyd. has ὧν; the MSS. of Hippokrates, of 
the letters, and of Euseb. Mynd., have οὖν. Aretaios has οὖν in 
the first four, ὧν in the later books. See § 252, note. οὖν comes 
to light upon a Vienna papyrus written in Ionic (Phdlologus, 
XLI 748, 1. 3). Herodas has οὖν six times. 


207.| Ionic Q=OH. 

The Homeric and Herodoteian ὀγδώκοντα is either a contraction 
for dydon- (cf. ὀγδοήκοντα, Attic inscription, C. I. G. 1030,, and 
Solon’s ὀγδωκονταέτη 20,) or has ὦ from the influence of ὀκτώ. 
Neither ὀγδω- nor ὀγδοήκοντα has as yet turned up upon Tonic 
inseriptions. The Chian ὀκτακοσίων 174 C 23 does not adopt 
the w of Aiolic ὀκτωκόσιοι (Ὁ. 1). I. 281 A 30, Lesbos). Though 
the Aiolic form records the influence of ὀκτώ, yet since that dialect 
has ὀγδοήκοντα, nothing is thereby proved as to the Ionic form. 
It should be borne in mind that, if the Homeric form is a con- 
traction of ὀγδοη-, forms that arise under stress of the verse in 
Homer are not criteria for the prose form. 

Other instances of for on are: ἀλλογνώσας, ἐννώσας, ἐννενώ- 
κασι, ἐνένωτο, n Hdt.; cf. Theognis, 1298 νωσάμενος, and νώσατο 
Apoll. Rhod. IV 1409; also ἔβωσα, ἐβώσθην, βεβωμένος, as in 
Homer, βώσαντι, ἐπιβώσομαι. Stein still holds (Pref. to school 
edition, 111) to the view that we have to go back to a stem forma- 
tion in o (vo-, Bo-); cf. Leaf on M 337. ἐβώθεον, ἐβώθησαν from 
βοηθέω (cf. Aiolic βαθόεντι, ἐβᾶθόη) are now expelled from the 
text of Hdt. Cf. Βαδρομιῶνος Lampsakos, C. I. G. 3641 ὁ 8. 
See under Contraction (§ 296). 


The Diphthongs in Tonite. 

208.] AT. 

at arises in Jonie as in other dialects by epenthesis: μαίνομαι 
Anakr. 89, cf. μαινόλᾳ Sappho, 1,,; by contraction, § 274. For 
Attic dds, δάδιον, Ionic has dats, δαιδίον, ef. Hippokr. VIII 22, 
50. Hippokr. has σφαδαίζω VIII 92 (0) and patov VIII 124, 274 
(0) and often ῥαιθυμεῖν, ῥαίζειν, cf. § 182. 

1 Joh. Gr. 240, Greg. Kor. 16, Aug. 668, Apoll. περὶ cuvd. p. 228,5 Schn. οὐ 


παρὰ Toy οὖν ἣ σύνθεσις (SC. TOD μῶν), ἀλλὰ παρὰ τὸν ὧν, ὄντα καὶ ᾿Ιωνικὸν καὶ 
Αἰολικὸν καὶ Δωρικόν. 
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209.| Loss of « from diphthong AI before a vowel!l. See 
Fritsch, 7. H. D. 37 ff., Allen, Versification, 72. The inscriptions 
attest the change in the following instances :— 

West lonic. Τερώναον Terone, 7 (before 420), οἵ, Mitthedld. X 
367 ff.; ἀειφυγίην Amphipolis, τος. ως (357. B.C.) ; ἀειναῦτ[ αι] 
Rob. 1 172, Chalkis, and according to Plut. 2, 298 C, found in 
Miletos; *Avxdos C. I. G. 7375 (᾿Ανκαῖος Head, H. N. 518); 
᾿Ακτάων 8431 (vase incr.); Mivdaoy Mende, 17 (500-450), but 
Mevdain after 400; Σπόνδαος Styra, τοι; Aloxpaos 1j553 
Tiwaos 193;;- About the same number of forms with AI are 
found in West Ionie, e.g. ᾿Αθηναίη, Volc?, Rob. I 191. 

Island Ionic. ᾿Αθηνάης Delos, 54 (fifth cent.)*, Νικᾶν Thasos, 
72 (300-250),=Nukdnv; cf. ἱερῆ « ἱερείη. In 1. 10 of the same 
inscription we have ’A@nvains. Fritsch, ’. H. D. p. 37, suggests 
that Nixas is not certainly an Ionian, being merely proxenos. 
But cf. § 165, note. ᾿Αθηναίη occurs frequently in the Ionic of 
the islands: Keos 41 (epigram), 51, Paros 64 (cf. Herwerden, 
Studia critica in epigrammata Graeca, p. 103, no. XIX), Thasos 
72193 cf. also Roberts, I, p.64, and No. 165, where an inscription 
of uncertain provenance has ᾿Αθηναῖος twice. Roberts reads 
᾿Αθήνηι, a rare form in an old inscription, No. 26 (Naxos). It 
recurs C. I. A. IV B 574, where it is not Attic. We have the 
contracted form ᾿Αθηνᾶι C. I. A. IV B 373,, (sixth cent.), IV 
373, w (about 400). ᾿Αθηνᾶ came into general use in Attic about 
350 B.c. The old ᾿Αθηναίη held its « in part because of the 
early adoption by the Ionians of ᾿Αθήνη. On the assumption of 
an Old Attic ᾿Αθηναίη, cf. § 78. 

Asiatic Ionic. ἀεί Tasos, 1054) (end of fourth century, hence 
not certainly genuine Ionic); ᾿Αθηναίηι Φωκαεῖς Phokaia, 170 
(age uncertain), Φωκαέων or -avéwy imperial period, Head, 1]. WV. 
507, recalling the Attic inscriptional forms Φωκαΐς, Φωκαϊκός ; 
᾿Αθηνᾶς Erythrai, 206 A 27, 29, B 20 (in the last example we 
have ᾿Αθηνᾶς ᾿Αποτροπαίας) after 278 B.c.; ᾿Αθηνᾶς Samos, 216 
(before middle of fourth cent.). ᾿Αθηνᾶς is not certainly Ionic, 
since this document may contain an admixture of Attic®. The 
above list, so Jong as it is not augmented by more certain proofs 
of the appearance of α(ι), makes for the conclusion that in Asiatic 
Tonic intervocalic a from αἱ is not frequent. ᾿Αθηναίη is attested 
in Halik. 240 A 3, 241, Chios, 173; metrical inser. 265 (une. 
loc.) ; Erythrai, 200, 204, Priene, 142; αἰεί in Halik. 240 A 6, 
and so all editors except Ruehl, in 238... Φωκαιεύς Eryth. 207 
(not much older than 100 8. Ο.). 


1 Hdn. II 276,, (Ht. M. 66,,) *AAKaos &e. 

2 ᾿Αθηνάα in Attic inscriptions of the sixth and fourth centuries; cf. 
Alkaios 9, Theokr. 28,. 

3 ᾿Αθηνᾷ in Attic prevails after 362 B.c. in inscriptions. 
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Tn the poets, whose authority stands second only to that of the 
inscriptions, we do not find any evidence beyond that presented 
by Ληθαίου Anakr. 1,, with at short. yepatods Tyrt. 10,) (ef. 
Tyrt. frag. 17), is called in question by Bergk, though the a: is 
found in all MSS. αἰεί appears Tyrt. 5,, Mimn. 1,, Sol. 13,, 
Sim. Keos 85,, Theognis more than 20 times, Sim. Amorg. 1,, 
765; the poetical αἰέν Xenoph. 1,,, Theog. 631, &c.1; αἰῶνος 
Anakr. 112,; καίετός Archil. 86, (epod.). ᾿Αχαιίης should be 
expected, and doubtless is the correct form, Sim. Amorg. 23, for 
᾿Αχαΐης (Fick, B. B. XI 269), which is due to an Attic scribe. 
Cf. ’Axaix[a] C. I. A. II 723,. Herodas has ᾿Αθηναίη four 
times, 

In LHerodotos the chief difficulty as regards settling the question 
of the occurrence of a for αἱ 15 presented by αἰεί. Proper names 
in -αιεύς preserve the . except in Φωκαεύς; in seven passages 
according to Stein, though the same editor adopts Φωκαιεύς in 
thirteen cases, Φωκαεῖς Bechtel, No, 170, Φωκαιεύς 207, are of 
doubtful authority *, the latter at least being very late. Pherek. 
44 has ᾿Αθηναίη as Hdt., &e. 

Nouns and adjectives in -atin, -αιικός, -atis, preserve the v. 
OnBais IL 28, &e., appears to be correct, smce a Θηβαιεύς is 
defensible solely on the ground of analogy. 

αἰεί is Stein’s reading, though the MSS. are uncertain in the 
extreme. Stein’s eclecticism dictates αἰεί, but ἀείναος I 93, 145, 
(cf. ἀενάοντα ν 109, alev- AH). ἀεί may be West Ionic, but 
scarcely Asiatic Ionic, ἐσαεί, in Pherekyd. of Leros, has no 
parallel form with the a diphthong in that author. Herakl. 2, 
20 has αἰεί (but ἀείζωον, ἀέναον), Anaxag. 14, 15 ἀεί in Simplic. 
1563, 164,33 so also Melissos 1 &c., where Mullach edits αἰεί. 
Authors quoting Dem. Mor. have def almost invariably, but αἰεί 
occurs 88. Hippokr. αἰεί, e.g. 171 182. αἴἰετός is probably the 
genuine reading in Hdt. despite the variation of the MSS.; a 
does not become a in this word and in αἰεταῖος, ἐναιέτιον, &e., 
in the Attic inscriptions of the fifth and fourth centuries 3, 
though αἰεί and ἀεί contend for mastery in the official Attic 
documents until 361 B.c., when ἀεί is declared the victor. It is 
incorrect that Ionic did not possess ἀεί. éAain and congeners, 
κλαίω Theog. 931, 1041, 1132, Archil. 13, 20, and καίω do not 
admit the ἃ form (cf. Theog. 1145). From the stem καῇ we have 
λυχνοκαΐη, πυρκαϊή (Hdt., Herakl. 103). On the interrelation 
of καίω and κάω, see Wackernagel, A. Z. XXV 268; Brug- 


1 dévvaos Hdt. 1 145, as v1, 

2 Sappho 44 has Φωκάας. 

* ἀετός is found in Delos, Ditt. Syll. 367, 191. ᾿Αετίωνος Tasos, Bechtel 1041, 
(before 353 B.c.) may have lost 1. Is Hom, ’Herfwy connected (Blass)? Hdn. 
II 859.3 calls the ἡ of ᾿Ηετίων Ionic. 
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mann, Gr. Gr, § 18, 54. καίω (with diphthongal a.) was also 
Hellenistic. 


210.| Ionic AI=A of other dialects. 

ἑταῖρος 15 the Ionic form. Cf. ἑταιρήϊος, ἑταιρηΐη in Hat., 
ἑταιρείη in Sim. Keos 118. Hippon.1,, Arch. 79, epode 85, Sim. 
Am. 74), Hdt. have ἑταῖρος, so too Theog. 643 and often. ἕταρος 
is epic only, though claimed as Tonic, without any chronological 
distinction, by Greg. Korinth. p. 457. See Hinrichs, H. 2. V. 4. 
p- 90. The accent of ἑταῖρος is due to the influence of ἑταίρα. 

παραιβάτης, an Jonic form, ¥ 132. An Attic inscription, 
C.I. A. I 5, 1 (500-456), has παραιβάτης. Attic cult documents 
are coloured by Ionisms to a limited extent. 

αἴδασμος, Chios, 183 A 30, B 30, is an unexplained form for 
ἄδασμος. Cf. Tarent. dveypa=aiviypa. - 

παλαιστή In παλαιστιαῖα, ἑξαπάλαιστα, τριπάλαιστα Hdt. I 50; 
Attic inscriptions παλαστή span (παλαιστής wrestler from παλαίω). 
In later writers παλαιστή as in Ionic, with an anaptyctic 1; cf. 
Τροιζήν Τροζήν, Γεραιστός Γεραστός. Upon a late inscription 
from Milesian territory C. I. G. 2860,, we read παλαστῶν. 


iayevns is the Herodoteian form, not ἰθαι-, as is found in P. R. 11 17; ef. 
Greg. Kor. p. 551. 


Al —Ai,): 

ae Thasos (L.) 18 C 5, Παμφαίης Thasos (L.) 19 A 6, 
Aavain Miletos, 99, from Δανάη Z 310 in a passage held by some 
to be an Ionic insertion, The myth of Danaé is referred to 
nowhere else in the Iliad. Hekataios 358, has Aava< Δανάη. 
Another instance of a: for a is suggested by Bechtel, 7has. Insch. 
p. 28: « 222 ναῖον δ᾽ ὀρῷ ἄγγεα πάντα, Aristar.; MSS. vaov. Cf. 
evveia, Zeleia, and other forms, ᾧ 220. 


211.] Varia. 

1. There is no interrelation between ἡ and a in ᾿Αλθημένης, 
Thasos (L), 4 B 3, compared with ᾿Αλθαιμένης, similar to that 
existing between ἥμισυς and Aiolic αἰμισέων, C. D. I. 2135. The 
n of ᾿Αλθημένης is that of ἀλθήσκω, ἀλθήσομαι; see Bechtel, 
ad loc. 

2. at in ἐξαιθραπεύοντος, Mylasa, 248, is referred by Lagarde 
(Gesammelte Abhandl. 70) to Avestan sdithra-, ἐξατράπης and 
ξατράπης to Old Pers. kisath*apava (Lagarde, p. 68, Le Bas, Voy. 
Arch. 111 no. 388). : ; 

3. Archil. 3, δαίμων τε δαήμων. The latter is derived from 
δαιήμων. 

4. Hdt. has in compounds formed from γῆ the ending -γαιος : 
ὑπόγαιος IV 200, 11 148, II 100 (ε written over a in 4); 

O 
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μεσόγαιος 1 145, 175, II 7 (-yeos in 2) and in many other 
passages; ἐπίγαιος 11 125 (1 as in 11 100); μελάγγαιος IT 12, 
(-yeos Rdz); βαθύγεως IV 23 (dz, -yeos ceteri), read -γαιος 
since Bekker. Hippokr. VI 356 has μεσόγειος (0 ~yeos). Here 
the interrelation of αἱ and εἰ is due to the different treatment of 
the ground-form. See § 421. Blass thinks that -yeos is the 
only correct form. 


212.| ΕἸ. 

The diphthong EI will here be treated under the divisions— 
I, Genuine EI=pan-Hellenic and proethnic EI. 

II. Spurious EI (monophthongic)= Attic εἰ, Doric 7. 

Some doubtful cases will be considered at the close (ὃ 225). 


213.] Note on the orthography of Ionic inscriptions. Con- 
fusion between Εἰ and EI as representatives of the two EI’s is of 
not infrequent occurrence upon Jonic inscriptions antedating the 
year 400. After that period monophthongic EI was gradually 
diphthongized. 

1. Genuine EI represented (a) by EI. 

duvvdpEI Teos 156 B 41. 

Eldés Teos, 156 B 21, 25. 

ΕἸ Halik. 238,,. 

ΠΕΙθοῦς Thasos, 70. 

(8) by E rarely. 

ποιήσξιαν Teos, 156 B 30 (but here « has been dropped). 

Ezev Didyma, Roberts, 1139. Cf. Meisterh.? p. 135. 

᾿Αριστοκλ δ[ ns] Styra, 19>. 

NeoxAEdns Styra, 19.ς;- 

2. Spurious EI represented (a) by E. 

προσέρδΕΡ Thasos, 68, 

gevyEv Halik. 238... 

ἐπικαλν Halik. 238,.. 

ὀφείλν Thasos, 71,, (fourth century). 

In Attic the last examples of E for spurious EI date from 
350-300. 

(8) by EI rarely. 

Elxov Halik. 238,,. 

Instances of the writing of εἰμί, &e., will be given SORES ἢ 
The diphthongization of the εἰ of εἰμί may be traced back as far 
as the sixth century in Attic. 


214.| Genuine EI in radical syllables. 
Bg. Φειδύνων Styra τους; Φειδίλεω Kyme, Rob. I 174; 
Mefdwv Styra, 195g; Τειχιούσ(σ)ης Miletos, 98, &e. 
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The following words call for special attention : 

τ, τει ἴῃ ἔκτεισιν Zeleia, 11317, ἐκτείσωσι 11355, the future and 
aorist of τίω (1) being τείσω and éreioa!: Τείσαρχος Styra 1951, 3 
Teloavdpos Smyrna, 153,43 Τεισικράτης Thasos (L), 17,, 19 B 3; 
Τεισίμαχος Halik. 240,,. Similar forms occur in other dialects 
(Diphthong ἘΠ, p. 17, 4. J. P. VI 443). Names in Tic- are ita- 
cistic, but not so those in Tiyz-. It is better to assume a root 
gai, whose weak form is gz in τιμή, than to maintain that 
ease-levelling has produced rij: nom. τείμᾶ ; gen. τἴμᾶς, whence 
τιμή, through remembrance of the long penult of the nominative 
(and not with nebentoniges τ, King-Cookson, p. 234). See Schmidt's 
Neutra, p. 396. 

2. ἐνεῖκαι 2 and connected forms (ἐνήνειγμαι Hdt. VIII 37)°: 
ἐν |EIkdvrwy Chios, 174 B 4, ἔνεικον Anakr. 62,. The εἰ formation 
occurs in Homer, Hesiod, Pindar, Theokritos, Kretan, Boiotian, 
Aiolie, and has been explained by Brugmann, Ind. Forsch. I 174, 
from ἐν (prep.) + “ex, which is not connected with éveyx-. Cf. 
Baunack Juschrift von Gortyn Ὁ. 56 ff., Fick, G. G. A. 1883, 
p- 590. See ὃ 222, 609. 


215.] Genuine EI in other syllables. 


On rovrEI, vnmowEl, ἀσπονδ!, &e., cf. § 716. 

The εἰ of Διειτρέφης, Keos 44 B 12, is from a stem διίο and 
reproduces the old locative. Cf. Διειτρέφης, C. 1. A. I 402,, 447 
III 53; Kypr. Διβείθεμις C. D. 1. 60,,; Aver Dodona 1582, 
Korkyra, C. I. G. 1869. In Homer, Zenodotos read διειπετής 
for the vulg. διϊπετής. Cf. Δηιπέτης (perhaps) Styra, 194s). 

εἰ in suffixes from ε(σ)ν is regularly preserved, never becoming 
nu (ὃ 232). Some examples of -ειη, -ειᾶ « -εσια are given in 
δὲ 175 ff. Others are: ἀδρανείη Aret. 150, 261. ἀεικείη Hat. 
1 73, &e., as in Homer. ἀκριβείη Hippokr. ep. 175. ἀσελγείη 
Hipp. ep. 1739) 4- ἀσθενείη Hdt. IV 135, VIII 51, Hipp. 11 78. 
ἀσφαλείη Hdt. II 121 (a), IIT 7, IV 33. αὐταρκείη Dem. Mor. 
38 (MSS. -εἰα), 39, Hipp. ep. 1757, 4: ἐπιμελείη Hippokr. ep. 
17, evdaBein Hippokr. ep. 124, 169. εὐπαθείη Hdt. I 135, 
ΤΟΙ, &e. νωθείη Aret. 208. πολυπληθείη Hippokr. 11 60. 
προσηνείη Hippokr. II 270, Aret. 250. 

In many cases we find -1 in place of -εἰὴ in nouns derived 
from sigmatic stems. Most of these occurrences may safely be 
set down to confusion on the part of the copyists, In some 
words, however, the -ἰῇ is genuine, having been transferred from 


1 Arkad. refw is a neologism. Brugmann, Grundr. I, § 314, doubtfully sug- 
gests that ἔτεισα is from ἔἔτηισα. 

2 Greg. Kor. 68. 

3 Hdt. has κατενειχθῆναι, but Lukian d.S.17, κατενεχθῆναι and Astrol. 15, 
κατενέχθη. Philip of Pergamum, B, C. Η. ΤΙ 273 has ἐξήνεγκα: ef. Hdn. IL 
5072, Ht. M. 33932, Hust. 71212, 98337, 118245. 

Ο 2 
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nouns with vocalic stems in which -ἰη, ποῦ -εἰη, was the proper 
termination. ΤῸ what extent this -17 has found admission into 
Ionic is difficult to discover. Of the following examples, ὠφελίη 
seems the only certain case. 

ἀναιδίη is the reading of O in Theog. 648, of ¢ in 291; 
elsewhere -e(n, cf. § 175. ἀσφαλίη Hippokr. II 634 Littré 
(-crav A D RP, &e.), but -είην 11 244, IIL 234. δυσμενίη Demokr. 
Mor. 20,; εὐμενίη Hdt. IL 45 is written by Holder against the 
authority of the MSS., which have -eva or -εα ; κακοηθίη Demokr. 
Mor. 22 (Stob.); πολυμαθίη Herakl. τό according to Bywater, 
though Diog. Laert. has -ein, Cobet’s πουλυμαθηίη is certainly 
incorrect. προμηθείη is correctly handed down in Xenoph. 1,4. 
Hat. has προμηθίη I 88, III 36 (C Pd -cin). A schol., quoted 
by Bredow, p. 188, says τῆς νεωτέρας ᾿Ιάδος ἐστὶ τὸ λέγειν THY 
προμήθειαν προμηθίαν. ὠφελίη is the better attested form; cf. 
Hat. V 98 (-είη ὦ 72), VIL 139 (-είη C P 4), Demokr. Mor. 184, 
Hippokr. II 334 Littré (many MSS. -ei), Aretaios 238, 
Eusebios ὃ 4. In Hippokr. II 626, Littré reads ὠφελείη (-ίη 
AC). With ὠφελίη, cf. ὠφελία C. 1. A. I 83,, in Thukydides, 
&e. No Attic inscription has -eva. 

By contraction of «+1, § 284, e+ εἰ, ὃ 210, 


216.]| Genuine ΕἸ from « + anaptyctic ι. 


Tonic examples of this phenomenon are εἴσχηκα Smyrna, Berd. 
Monatsberichte, 1875, 554, 1.73 εἰσχήκατε Erythai, Move. x. βιβλ. 
1875, p. 99; παρείσχηται Olbia, C. I. G. 2058, a 4,—all late 


inscriptions. 


217.| Genuine EI from EF-. 

εἰρήνη Eryth. 199), 203g, &c., perhaps from Fpava, ἐ-Εϊρᾶνᾶ. 
The North-West Greek and in part Doric eipava appears to be 
derived from a root Fpa. If from ἐβρήνη, we should expect ἠρήνα 
in Dorie, ἐρρήνα in Aiolic, which never occur. I cannot therefore 
adopt Meister’s derivation (G. D. II 93) from ἐν- ρήνη. Spitzer, 
Arkadischer Dialekt, p. 20, attempts unsuccessfully to explain the 
dialectal interrelation of ἃ and ἡ after ρ in this word. See also 
Kretschmer, K. Ζ. XX XI 288. Attic εἰρήνη, not eipavn, since the 
ἃ of the final syllable has become ἡ. Cf, Saussure (Mém. soe. ling. 
VII 91). 


218.| Genuine EI from HI. 


πλεῖστος from I.E, pléisto- < pléis- by proethnic contraction of 
éandz. The Ionic dialect offers no trace of πλῆστος, ARKADIAN 
§ 20. On πλεῖον, &e., see § 219. χρεῖος Hom., Theog. 1196, 
xpos and χρῆος Gortyna (Baunack, Die Inschrift von Gortyn, 
51), xpyia=Kretan χρήεα Cauer, 1214. 
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219.| E from EI before vowels. 


Genuine EI suffers the loss of its second element, as does ΑἹ 
(above, § 209), though not frequently 1. 

1. Lnscriptional Forms, 

West Ionic: A Chalkidian vase in Roberts, I 189 F, has Aivéns; 
ef, Αἰνείης in Menekrates apud Dion. Halik. 4.R.177(Jac.). Κλεώ 
C. I. G. 8369, Latyschev II p, 305, Herodas 3,,; Θάλεα 8412; 
Σπεώ 8354. 

Asiatic Ionic: ποιήσεαν Teos, 156 B 30; δασέαν Miletos, 
100,» g- Cf. νικηθέη (-EE) Zankle, I. G. A. 518. 

Other examples, as Fritsch (VY. H. D. p. 41) states, are not free 
from the suspicion of not being pure Ionic. Ποσιδέου Chios, 
177;; (about 300 B.c.), Smyrna, 1535, (this name with εἰ, Perinth. 
234 Β 34, Th. (L.), 10 A 10); Ἡράκλεος Eryth. 206 A 12 (after 
278 B.c.); οὗ “Hpaxhéwy στηλέων Hat. 11 33 (Rd, -είων A B); 
Ἡρακλεώτου 206 A 38, -edrns 206 B 26 (after 278 B.C.), 
Hretria, A. J. A. VIT 248, no. 11, Halik. 241 (metrical), ἁΗρακλεω- 
τῶν Head, H. N. 500, Διοκλέοις Phanag., Latyschev II 351, Ἧρα- 
κλεῶτις tbid. 289. Meisterhans,’ p. 34, quotes ‘HpaxAeérov from 
C. 1. A. I 65,, before 403 B.c.; ᾿Ηρακλεώτην II 613,, (298 B.C.). 
Hdt. has Ἡρακλέος. Cf. ‘PoddxAeva Samos, 225, Ἢρακλείοισιν 
Teos, 156 B 33 (fifth century), ᾿Ηρακλείου Erythrai, 201,, 
(early fourth century). δωρεάς Ephesos, 147,, (300 B.©.); 
ἱερατέαι Kryth, 206 C 13,—the only instance of this form, while 
there are ten of ἱερητεῖαι. ἱερῆ Pantikap. 123 (third cent.), 
Ephesos, 150 (late), from tepe(i)n; οἵ. Hdt. tpe 1 175, V 72. 
ἐξώλεα, πανώλεα Bechtel, 263 (Lykian), may be Ionic or Attic. 

Nouns in ex0=nvo and nouns and adj. from sigmatic and nu 
stems generally retain εἰ in all branches of Ionic. 

The form éacéav in Miletos 100,, an inscription dating, 
according to Rayet, from the fifth century, is as complete 
a parallel to éacéa in Hdt. as might be desired; and the more 
interesting, in view of possibility of the Milesian dialect having 
been that of early Ionic prose, though of course an isolated form 
proves nothing. See § 18. Greg. Korinth. p. 440, says τῆς 
θηλείας τὸ τ ἐξαιροῦσι, καὶ ἐπὶ πάσης πτώσεως τοῦτο ποιοῦσιν, 
quoting Hdt. for θηλέων and Ondr€n. ~+‘Following are the forms 
adduced from Hdt., with the evidence from other quarters of 
Tonic. Cf. ὁ 419, 506. 


1 χρύσεος, ἀργύρεος, χάλκεος, ‘Extdpeos, Νεστόρεος are usually cited by the 
grammarians, 6.6. Joh. Gr. 240 B, 241, Greg. K. 433, Meerm. 650, Vat. 697, 
Birnb. 67742, Hdn. II 426,,, 861,, An. Ox. I 2920, IL 1271, (Theogn.), I 4435; 
Ι 356,,, Apoll. Conj. 2339, Schn.; κήλεος Hdn. 11 61,4, 8614, Schol. Ven. A on © 
2173; παρδάλεος An. Ox. I 356,,, Et. M. 6523; (also παρδαλῆ and λεοντῆ, < en= 
ein; μαρμάρεος An. Ox. I 273,6; Eust. 3937- See also Hdn. IT 276,,, 9097, 8614, 
Et. Gud. 37955) 40605, 45247, Hust. 285.» cf. 640,, Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 952, An. Par. 111 69,5. 
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It is noteworthy that the iambographers refrain entirely from 
the use of the shortened forms. Doubtful support is however 
given to the Herodoteian adj. in -éa by the Homeric Ῥέα, βαθέα, 
oxéa', There is but a single occurrence of this formation in the 
elegy (raxedv). It is inadvisable to refer this adj. form to the 
influence of the occasional Attic writing ea (for the first time in 
an -y- adj. upon an inscription 345 B.c.). In Thukyd. ἡμι- 
σέας, Xenophon πλατέᾳ, Plato ἡμισέας, Philemo Opacéa γυνή 
are attested. Theokr. has εὐρέα, and ἁδέα, a form occurring in 
Epicharmos and Alkman, Archimedes ἡμίσεα. The Attic forms 
in literature and inscriptions are too sporadic to have produced so 
complete a disturbance of the MSS. of Hdt. as that indicated 
§ 506. Cf. Johansson, B. 8. XV 184, K. Ζ. XXX 405. 

3. πλέον (§ 543) and related forms are here classed together. 

(1) tless forms: πλέον, πλέονι, πλέονα, πλέω, πλεόνων, 
πλέους, πλεόνως (and πλεῦν, πλεῦνος, πλεῦνα, πλεῦνες, πλεύνων, 
πλεῦνας"), in Hdt., according to Stein, πλέον Solon 32,, Phok. 
4, Anax. 6 (Mullach, Simpl. εἰ); πλέω Demokr. Mor. 92, Anax. 
13; πλέων Herakl. 112 (Cobet, πλείων vulg.); πλέον and πλέον 
Melissos, § 14; πλέονες Demokr. 115, πλέονας Theog. 605; 
πλέονεσσι 800; -mAeos Hdt., οἵ, Archil. 58,; πλέον Oropos, 
18,, Keos, 435; πλέονος Keos, 43;, Demokr. Mor. 21; πλέω 
Miletos, 100,; πλέῳφ Anakr. 94, (eleg.); πλέον Syr. dea 46. 
(2) Forms with 1: πλεῖον Sim. Amorg. 2,, and Theog. 606 ; 
πλειόνων Demokr. 20,,, πλείονα Theog. 702, πλείω 907 (πλεῖον O). 
Hdt. has πλεῖον 1 192, πλείους 1167, II 120, 121 (δ) in all MSS. 
Bredow and Stein unite in expelling these forms from the text, 
a procedure followed by Holder except in I 167. Hippokrates 
and Aretaios have both πλεῖον and πλέον. Codex A of Hippokrates 
has the 1-less form sometimes where the other MSS. have εἰ. 
πλεῖον lost its cota before any other form, according to Wacker- 
nagel, K. Ζ. XXIX 144, because the ε bore the accent, while in 
other forms u was tonic (πλείων). 

4. ᾿Αμαλθέης, Anakr. 8 (for Bergk’s ᾿Αμαλθίης), seems warranted 
in the light of Phokyl. ᾿Αμαλθείης 7.. σίοντα Anakr. 49 15 
probably =¢vishdéti, and not to be written σέοντα (Fick) = tvéshati. 
Alkaios has σείων 22 (with εἰ reimstated from the aorist as in 
Gortynian ἐνσείῃ), and σέων 26. 

ὀθνέην ὁδόν is quoted by Hdn. II 558,,, from an Ionic (?) 

oet. 
i 5. In the case of -εσ- stems, we have -εος = -evos in the 
following cases in Hdt. which are all open to doubt. 

τέλεος, τελεόω, generally, but τέλειον LX 110, Demokr. Mor. 218, 


1 Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 61,,. See Leaf on Π 766, O 606 and ¥ 198. 
2 Greg, Kor. 60, Hust. 7754. 


- 
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and Eryth. 204,,, τελείοις (about 354 B.c.); in Homer and 
Demokritos τελεώτατος, in Demokrates 2 τελεότης ; ef. Kret. 
ἀτέλεα Cauer, 119,)1. ἐπιτήδεος Greg. Korinth. 65. Fritsch, 
V. H. D. 43, prefers to derive the adj. from ἐπιτηδεύω, but denies 
in any case the correctness of the ending -cos, which is the reading 
of the MSS. in a large number of instances. See $554. ὑπώρεα, 
cf. πανώλεα, ἐξώλεα 263 (Lykia). In citing the fragments of 
Hekat. Steph. Byz. uses the full form, ¢.7. 186. ἐπέτειος is now 
written by Stein. ddveds Theog. 188, 559. Ἡράκλεος Hat. 
IV 43,152,181, VIIL 132. Ἡράκλειος is the best attested form 
in Hdt. See above, under 1. povvoyevény Arrian, 8,. 

6. -εος im adjectives from other stems. 

βόεος (Arrian 14, βόειος), χήνεος, oleos, alyeos* may have 
existed side by side with the -evos forms (ἡμιόνειος, μήλειος). 
᾿Αριμάσπεα and Ὑπερβόρεος need not be rejected with Fritsch, 
V. Π. 2. 44 (Fick, Τα, 551 ff.), though Hellanikos has Ὕπερ- 
βόρειοι. ἀδελφεός in Hdt., Lokrian, I. G. A. 321 A 7, 29, and 
in the letters of Hippokr. 1.720» 2790» 34» 9s: 

7. Mimnermos’ (11,) κείαται has, like Attic κείωνται C. 1. A. II 
57319) ἃ later ει, In Hdt. and Hippokr. κέεται, ἐκέετο, κέεσθαι, 
with ¢ from e¢() regularly. Aéadxos Thasos 83, seems to have 
lost cota. Cf, Δείαλκος Thasos, 81 B 14. 

8. Haputsion of «from -ειη. 

Iota does not disappear in stems in -eo-: ἀεικείη, ἀληθείη, &e. 
(above, § 175). εὐμαρέη seems to be supported, Hdt. II 35, by 
all the MSS., by Greg. Korinth. ὃ 119, and by Suidas (εὐμαρέη 
ἀπόπατος παρὰ Ἡροδότῳ), but cannot stand against the over- 
whelming mass of counter-testimony. 

g. Δεκελέων Hdt. IX 73, as Δεκελέεως C. I. A. II 733, B 6, 
from Δεκελειεύς, II 660, 4. See Bekk. Anecd. 11, p. 601, Steph. 
Byz. 8.0. Δεκελειᾶθεν = Δεκελεῆθεν, Hdt. 1X 73. Hat. has also 
Μαντινέη IV τότ (or Mavrivns), Mapén IL 18, Madéy, Θυρέη and 
Θυρέαι. 

Upon the expulsion of 1, contraction resulted in ἱερῆ, Pantikap., 
123, Ephesos, 150; οἵ. Ionic ἱρείη in Hdt.; ἱέρεια Keos 48 
(fourth cent.), as Z 300, The intermediate step between ἱερείη 
and ἱερῆ is represented by Kallimachos’ ἹἹερέη, epigr. 414. In 
Attic we may have ἱέρειά and tepia (Orestes 261) by suffix 
exchange. Is Πανακῆ, Hrd. 4,, from Πανακείη -- Πανάκεια ὃ 

10. The explanation of the form “Ἑρμῆς is as yet too uncertain 
for it to be classed here. Apparently it is =“Epye(¢)ns -- Ἑρμείας. 


* φέλεος in fifth and fourth centuries in Attic inscriptions ; τέλειος, second 


century B.c. 
* Homerie αἴγειος, except 1 τού. 
* Cf. A 659 κέαται, and κατακείαται Ὡ 527. 
* Gram, Par, p. 680 cites ἱέρεα as Ionic, Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 61,5 ἱερέη. 
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“Ἑρμῆς in Homer is rare (but often in hymns). Herodotos has 
gen. Ἑρμέω; οἵ. ᾿Ἑρμιέω Chios, 180, where -vew seems an 
analogical formation. 


220. EI from E + glide 1 (before a vowel) occurs before o, w, cv, 
a; as yet there are no examples before ε and 7 in Ionic. 

δειόμει'ον» Oropos, 185, (about 400 B.c.); ef. δείω[ »]τα[ι] C. 1. A. 
II 119,,, about 340 B.c.; προσδείηται (Ὁ. 1. A. 11 167, 43, 48, 
334-325 B.c.1 Attic inscriptions of the fifth century have e; 
and so elsewhere im Ionic: δέηται Olynthos, ὃ B 4; dé 
Zeleia, 1135) (δεῖ Teos 158,, late). Mimn. 2,3, ἐπιδεύεται has 
been unjustly expelled by Fick, B. B. XI 253, in favour of an 
assumed ἐπιδείεται. δεύω is an Aiolic form (C. D. I. 214,,, 250,, 
281 A το, B 26), and ἐπιδεύεται may be classed with other 
Aiolisms preserved by Ionic elegists. Traces of this form 
appear even in MSS. of Hdt. IV 130 (ἐπιδευέες, where ἐπιδεέες, 
1. 6. -εεῖς 15 correct). 

ἐννεία Zeleia, 11339, shortly after Granikos. 

etay Zeleia, 1135, 993 cl. C.1. A. I] add. nov. 14 4, 11 (387 B.c.), 
IT add. 115 ὁ 30, 47 (after 350 B.c.); add. 573 ὦ 13, 18 (after 350 
B.c.1, and in Epeirotie. 

eiws Thasos, J. H. δ. VIII 402,,. 

πόλει(ω)ς Zeleia 11349. 

Θε[ι]όφρων Eryth. 206 C 12, would seem to be the same as 
Θεόφρων 206 C τι. θειόν-τε θεόν, Priene, 141, an inscription in 
Tonic orthography, but not in Ionie dialect. 

-cios, genitive of -ηυ- stems, called later Ionic (and Lesbic) by 
Herodian, II 674, (Αχιλλεῖος, βασιλεῖος). No examples occur in 
Tonic literature or inscriptions. Hdt. βασιλέος, and so ᾿Αχιλλέος, 
Olbia, C. I. G. 2076 (late). 

On -κλείους in the genitive, see list in § 529. Cf. Meisterhans, 
p. 36, and Dittenberger, Sy//. p. 780, for other forms”. 


221.| An εἰ that is never represented by ἡ in other dialects, 
and which is nevertheless not strictly a genuine diphthong, 
appears to exist in κρεῖας by a probable conjecture of Hermann, 
Ananios, 5.. κρέας 15 found in Hippon. 77, Sim, Amorg, 2.4%. 
As in Aeaivw Solon, 4,,, ἀποπνείω Tyrt. 10,,, this εἰ is a mere 
graphical representation of εὖ « εἰ, and appeared originally only 
when a long syllable was necessary, a fact not comprehended by 
later transcribers. Cf. also δειδιότες Theog. 764, δείδιθι 1179 
(δέδοικα 780), where δειδ-Ξ δεδῖ, 


1 Of. also ἐδειήθη Lokris ’A@nv. I 480. 

2 The oldest certain example of εἰ upon an inscription is Attic Νηλείως 
ἜΦ. ἄρχ. 1884, 161 (418 B.c.). 

5. The 1 of κρεῖας must not be confused with that of Hom. κρεῖον, which is 
that of the suffix (Skt. kravya). On κρειῶν see Schmidt Neutra, p. 325. 


΄ 
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In εἰαρινός Theog. 1276, Sim. K. 73; εἴαρος Lukian, δ. 49, Alkm. 
26 (αρίνης (Ὁ), Styra, 1915,» Ananios, ἔαρι, tetr. 51, Hdt. ap’, 
Theog. ἦρος 777), the εἰ may be due to the development of the 
glide cota, the ground-form being *japuvds, ef. ver from vézr, Old 
Norse συν, but is more probably an accommodation to the 
necessities of the hexameter (εἰαρινῇ B 471, εἰαρινοῖσιν B 89). 
ἦρος seems to be from ἔαρος rather than from *#japos. Cf. 

281. 

: Hom. εἰλάτινος (ἐλάτινος Olynth. 8 B 3) is purely metrical, as 
is εἰνάλιος (Greg. Kor. 387) with εἰν « ἐνι-» and εἰλήλουθα “. 

In the cases where this intervocalic dota appears, we must, I 
think, distinguish two distinct classes. 

1. Cases of εἰ in poetry, where the εἰ is a mere graphical 
expression, not made use of by the earlier poets at least, to 
represent ev=eF; e.g. Hom. λείουσι, εἰοικυῖαι, (εὐδείελος 2), ἀπο- 
πνείοντ᾽ (Tyrtaios X 24, Greg. Kor. 453), πλείοντος (An. Ox. 1131,). 

2. Cases of the pure glide iota, as in clay, ἐννεία (or even in 
᾿Αχιλλεῖος, βασιλεῖος Hdn. 11 674,=Choir. 209,,, see ᾧ 25), 
where F has nothing whatever to do with the appearance of the 
t, though in some of the words in question F, as a matter of fact, 
did once exist; but at the period from which the forms date, 
cannot have left any trace of its former appearance. 

At the present stage of our knowledge, I hold it best to keep 
the two classes apart, though thereby not wishing to deny that 
in certain special instances one class may overlap into the other. 
In the case of ἐρείομεν A 62, it is difficult to determine whether 
the εἰ is=ev (as in λείουσι) or is a false transcription of ἐρήομεν. 
Λειώκριτος and Λειώδης ΞΞ Ληο-, Anw- are from the misunderstood 
E, rather than due to the glide. in Aew-. Aristarchos wrote 
et before a vowel except (1) in verbal endings as 7jn, which 
seemed to be a ‘distracted’ 7, (2) where the κοινή had no 
parallel form in ε, as In περιστήωσι, κήαντες, or where it had a 
parallel in ἡ as τεθνηώς (reOvnkos), and (3) in nouns where an 
et would have thrown the declension out of gear. See B. P. I. 
1891, p. 38. In Homer monophthongal εἰ before vowels is gene- 


* ἦρι ἴῃ Hdt. must be corrected. The form in Lukian cannot stand, unless 
it can be proved that he here imitates an epic, not an Herodoteian, form. 
Hippokr. and Aretaios have no trace of εἶαρ, their MSS. fluctuating between 
jp and ἔαρ. The Gram. Par. p. 680 holds that efap (sic) is Ionic. See also 
Eust. 1851... Unfortunately the Boiot. FElapwo I. G. A. 250, and FEIapwos 
Sitzungber. d. preuss. Akad. 1885, 1035, no. 46, do not decide whether the εἰ is 
=n or=e+ the glide iota. 

* Held by the grammarians to be the Ionic form: Gram. Par. p. 680, 
(XVII, XIX), An. Bachm. II 368,,, Drakon 159,, ef. 161,), interlin. Schol. Ven. 
Aon A 202. In Eust. 734,,, An. Par. III 49,, Herakleides says that the form 
shows peculiarities of four different dialects (!), the εἰ being Ionic. Since εἰ 
before liquids and nasals was regarded as Ionic, the schol. Apoll. Rhod. 
B 404 does not hesitate to call the addition of 1 in σκιόειν Ionic. 
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rally capable of being resolved into ee, ea, or is to be written ἡ. 
The substitution of εἰ for ἡ in the above mentioned Homeric 
forms, and in e.g. Belw, θείῃ, reOverds cannot well have occurred 
before the period when the parasitic ὁ (ᾧ 220) was current. 

Homeric εἰῶ, εἰῶσι, εἰῶμεν, Ionic according to An. Par. III 
150)ς (cf. Schol. Ven. A on E 256), have been attacked by 
Nauck who proposed to read ἐόωσι, το. Schmidt (Neutra, p. 326) 
suggests that the original reading was EEOSI and that the a 
of ἐάω became ε before o in primitive Greek. Cf. § 136, 687. 

Some verbal forms with εἰ, which is probably an incorrect 
transcription of E, are claimed as Ionic by the grammarians, ὁ. 7. 
δεικανᾶσθαι, on which see Osthoff, Perfect, p. 50. So too in the 
case of other forms with an εἰ in the syllable of reduplication, 
where the εἰ is for ἡ as in δείδεκτο, cf. Skt. dacati. 


The εἰ of the Homeric ciws, i.e. Hos, was regarded as Ionic by Joh. Gr. 240 B, 
G. K. 442, Apoll. Adv. p. 1495. Schn. 


222.| ἤνεικα, ἐνεῖκαι, in Hdt. are forms which stand in no 
conceivable relation to ἤνεγκον, ὅθ. Lukian follows well in the 
wake of Hdt., but Hippokrates and Aretaios have throughout 
the Attic forms. See § 214, 2. 


223.| Itacism. 
See above, § 197, for instances of εἰ for 7, and ef. δὲ 145, 175. 


224.| Monophthongal EI. 

1. A few sample, and some of the most important, forms under 
each head will illustrate this characteristic feature of Ionic. On 
5-12, see § 338, 382, and Solmsen and Wackernagel, K. Z. 
XXIX. When Homer has forms in ε parallel to those in εἰ; 
there is a presumption in favour of the former being Aiolic. 

2. Spurious EI from ἐνῇ. 

ξεῖνος: Zeivos Styra, 1954, 76; “115 ZELVOV 1070» Ξ εἰνίων ΤΌ. q05 
Ξείνιος 1974, Ξείναινος 10,5», Ξεινοχάρης 1975, σι8) Ξεινοκρίτης 
Amorgos, 228 ; Ξεινόθεμις Perinthos, 234 Β 28, Φιλόξεινος Styra, 
19..0» Τιμόξεινος 19313, Πρόξεινος 1999; Θευξεινίδου Smyrna, 
15309, &e. Hdt. has πρόξεινος VI 57, though Eustathios, quoting 
Hdt., uses the form πρόξενος. In the poets we have εἰ forms, 
Ram eAmMOre, 445, o> a7} Arenil. eleg. 7, 105; Anakr. 57 (not 
ξένοις as Bergk reads); Theog. 521, &c. Lukian has ξεῖνος, 
though cases of ξένος occur. Arrian, 26, 28, has ξεν- ; and so 
too Aretaios and the Vita Homeri, ven the supposititious 
letter of Pittakos to Kroisos (Diog. L. I 81) has ξεῖνος side by 
side with Aiolic forms. In other pseudo-Ionic sources, though 
there is great fluctuation, the weight that Herodotos’ un- 


1 Joh. Gr. 241 B, Greg, Korinth. 387, 442, Apoll. D. Pron. 3A; ef. An. Ox. I 
30030- 
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impeachable ξεῖνος carries may pardon the adoption of this 
form. 

Attic ξένος in some relatively pure inscriptions: Oropos 18, ; 
Miletos, 100,; Eryth. 199,; later documents, Thasos, 72, ; 
Eryth. 206 B12; Ephesos, 147,,; Phanag. 165. So ξενιτείη, 
Demokr. Mor. 38. Theog. ξενίης 518 is to be regarded as an epic 
reminiscence. Is Anakr. ξένοισι 84 Aiolic? ξένος in Attic must 
be derived directly from ξένος, not through ξέννος. Solon has 
ξένος 23,. On ξεῖνος in tragedy, see §.77. 

κεινός '= Attic κενός (kevdrepos, cf. wav(F)drepos). Homer and 
Melissos have κενεός. 

orewds*= Attic στένος (στενότερος). Arrian has στεινός three 
times, στενός an equal number. Aretaios seems to have the 
vulgar form; οἵ. Hippokrates, III 208, crevo- or στενώτεραι. 
With Sim. Amorg. (14) στενυγρῇ (not un-Ionic), cf. Messenian 
Στενύχλαρος. 

εἵνεκεν perhaps=éu+Fexa (Osthoff, Perfect, 334, Brugmann, 
Gramm. § 13)in Hdt. and Demokr. 87 (cf. on Prepositions, § 715). 
etvexa®: Sim. Amorg. 7115, Anakr. 45, Theog. 46, 730, &c., 
Demokr. 184. οὕνεκα, Theog. 488, 854, Xenoph. 2,,, Solon, 
tr. 37. See Wackernagel, K. Z. XXVIII 109 ff. Vita Homeri 
has the Attic ἕνεκα, ἕο. 

εἴνατος, εἰνακόσιοι, Wackernagel, K. Z. XX VIII 132, G. Meyer, 
Gramm. p. 379, Brugmann, Gr. Gr. ὃ 101 (Greg. Kor. 453, Hust. 
388.5). 

oy, ἜΚ EI from epf. 

δειρή, Hdt. and Theog. 266, but δέρη Anakr. 80. On the 
accent, see § 119. Attic δειράς is from δερσ-. 

πείρατα, Arch, tetr. 55, Solon, eleg. 16, Theog. 140, 1078, 
1172. Skt. parvan. On Ionic and Attic ἄπειρος, see K. Z. XX XI 
443. 

εἴρομαι (Greg. Kor. § 73, Max. Plan. in Anecd. Bachm. IT 55,) 
appears to be a present formed from the aorist stem with prosthetic 
vowel (€-p’FécOat)*. εἰρωτάω in Hom., Theog. 519, Hdt. 111 14, 
Hrd. 3,,; ἐρωτώμενον I 86, is rejected by Stein in favour of 
εἰρωτεόμενον ; Thasos, 721.» ἐπερωτῆσαι is Attic (300-250 B.c.); 
ef. C. I. A. II 601,. Attic inser. have also ἐπερέσθαι. 


1 J. G. 240 B, Greg. Kor. 442, Gram. Meerm. 652, Vat. 697. 

* Gram. Meerm. 652, Vat. 697. 

* Joh. Gr. 241, Greg. Kor. 452, poetic according to Eust. 388,,, An. Ox. I 
130,,, Bekk. An. II 968,,, Apoll. Conj. p. 2382. Schn. 2 

* So my Diphthong El, p. 64, and also G. Meyer, Gramm.?, p. 425. Or εἴρομαι 
as well as Homeric ἐρέω, ἐρέομαι, ask, and also Attic ἔρομαι, are based upon 
the transference of *épevai, *épuua, to the Ω conjugation (ἐρέξω, Foun ; 
Solmsen, K. Ζ. XXIX 64). Monro H. G. ὃ 80 with Curtius refers épelouer 
to ἔρημι. See above ὃ 221. 

> Kust. 388,;. 
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εἰρύομαιϊ, Hdt. See Leaf on A 216 (εἰρύω draw, VFepv; 
εἰρύομαι protect, /oepF). Schulze, K. Ζ. XXIX 235, holds to 
the view that εἰρύσαι is from *éFepvoa. 

εἴριον (Hom., Hdt., Hippokr.), εἶρος ὃ 135, 1 426 from Fepf, cf. 
᾿ verver. Hom. and Aiolie ἔριον (Apoll. Adv. p. 149,, Schn.). 

4. Spurious EI from ἐλᾷ. 

εἱλίσσω, Hdt. probably from /FeAF. Homer has both εἱλίσσω 
and éNicow. Hdt. IL 148 has ἑλιγμοί. Is εἴλω from ξέλνω ὃ 

5. Spurious EI from -ενσ- or -evs. 

The s¢gma may represent either I.E. s in a final syllable, or 
secondary (dialectal) ¢= τι. 

On εἰς, εἴσω, and the orthography in inscriptions, see § 715. 
εἰσί = ἐντί, λυθείς < λυθέντς, χαρίεις < χαρίξεντς, ἀ wo |xrEved(e) 
Teos, Rob. 1 142 Β τι. pels, T 117, Hdt. II 82, Anakr. 6 (Hesiod 
and Pind.), gen. μηνός Halik. 238,, Oropos, 18,. κένσαι Ψ 337, 
« κέντσαι, for κεῖσαι, with the v of κεντέω. 

πείσομαι did not arise directly from ὅπένθσομαι, nor πεῖσμα 
from ὄπένθμα but from πενσ- a new formation, the v having 
disappeared in aboriginal Greek before θμ without compensatory 
lengthening. 

6. Spurious EI from eps. 

xelpas, Paros 67. διέρσῃς, διέρσαι, pseudo-Hipp. IV 108, 
διέρσας LV 296 are certainly not original or genuine [onie. 

7. Spurious EI from eds. 

ἀγγεῖλαι, ἀποστεῖλαι. For σκήλειε Ψ 191 read σκειλ-. 

8. Spurious EI from eps. 

ἐνείματο, &e. 

g. Spurious EI from ecp. 

eiwa[t|io[is] Keos, 435, with the εἰ of εἷμα. Cf. Andania, 
Cauer, 4716) 19) 209 a1 εἱματισμός ibid. ,,. Hdt. has tydriov. 
Brugmann, 77. U. 11 223 (cf. Osthoff IV 133), separates ἱμάτιον 
from εἶμα, thereby implying that itacism does not here exist. That 
G. Meyer, Gramm. ὃ 115, Solmsen, K. Z XXIX 73, are 
incorrect in maintaining the itacistic character of the εἰ, is clear 
from the old Ionic form cited above and from Attic ἱμάτιον, 
C.1. A. II 755, 8, 9 (349-344 B.c.), &c, We have double forms 
in εἱμάτιον and ἱμάτιον. ἱμάτιον arose from Fiopdriov, the weak 
form of δεσμάτιον (cf. § 144), the . being the ‘minimum’ vowel. 
Cf. Fick, K. Z XXII 116, Prellwitz, Deut. Litt. Zeit. 1890, 
Ῥ. 1538. εἵμασιν, not ἵμασιν of the MSS. in Sim. Am. 21, is 
correct. 

Medial ecu is preserved by analogy in Ionic as in other 
dialects. 

The orthography of the word εἰμί fluctuates between EMI and 


1 εἰρύσασθαι Hdn. ΤΙ 5035, Et. M. 3044); εἰρύσατο An. Ox. 1 15719. 
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EIMI. All inscriptions, not otherwise dated, are earlier than 
400 B.C. 


With E. With EI. 
Kyme, 3 = Rob. I 177. Miletos, 98 = Rob. I 138. 
Kyme, Rob. I 173, 185. 
Naxos, 25 = Rob. I 27. Theodos. 125, written IEMI 


' (after 400). 
Chalkidian, Rob. 1 175, 186. 
Arkesine (Amorg.), 29 = Rob. 


1158 ἢ. 
Prokon. 103, = Rob. I 42. Olbia, Rob. I 163 A. 
Samos, 214 = Rob. I 155. Naukr. Rob. I 132 C. 


Naukr. Rob. I 132 A, E, G, 
and often upon the Naukr. 
inser., Asiatic Ionic, Naukr. 
Bechtel, 259. 

Kameiros, 256, Rob. I 164. 


For a similar fluctuation in other dialects, cf. my Diphthong 
EI, p. 60. Elyé in Attic is as old as 570 8.0. (Rob. I 42,), this 
proving that e.=€ had a tendency toward diphthongization 
at an early period. In a few other words the same phenomenon 
may be observed. On the monophthongization of the diphthong 
et, see Brugmann, Gr. Gr. ὃ 15, Lewis, Paper of the American 
School, IV 263. 

10. Spurious EI from ev. 

ἐπείνυσθαι, Hdt. IV 64 (A B) according to Stein. Holder 
follows 2 15 ἐπέννυσθαι. Cf. καταείνυσαν, Ψ 135 (elsewhere six 
cases of ἕννυμι). εἵνυμι is not a direct descendant of ἕννυμι 
which is derived from a later *éovupr, brought into life through 
the influence of ἕσσω, ἕσται, &e. 

κλεινός < κλεξεσνός : κλΕνογένης, I. G. A. 396 (Keos). "Apyevvov 
near Erythrai is perhaps due to the Aiolic element in the neigh- 
bouring Chios. “Apyevvoy occurs in Troas and Lesbos, ἀργεννός 
being an Aiolie word, Hinrichs (#7. ἢ. V. A. p. 56). Other traces 
of Aiolism are Πελινναῖον, name of a mountain in the north of 
Chios, χρυσοφαέννων Anakr. 25, and Φαιέννου Thasos (L.) 18 
C 5; Atotic, § 97, and lonto, § 17. 


The orthography of εἶναι in Ionic inscriptions shows the fluctuation in the 
representation of the closed ὃ sound. It is held by Brugmann, Gram. ὃ 146, 
that εἶναι is not derived directly from *éova: but that it owes its εἰ, as Arkadian 
ἦναι its n, to the influence of εἶμεν, ἦμεν. It is not probable that the adulterine 
εἰ (η) Was borrowed from εἶμεν (ἦμεν) at a time so remote as to precede the 
adoption of -ya: in Ionic-Attie and Arkadian, which, it is claimed, was 
abstracted from -Feva, -μεναι. Neither dialect has any trace of -μεν. The 
possibility of εἶναι having originated from *éceva: is very slight: 
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With E. With EI. 
Halik. 23859, 945 49 (fifth cent.). Halik. 23857, 295 26+ 
Erythrai, 1995, 10) 1 (after 394). Thasos, 71;, κα (fourth cent.) 72,, 


(300-250). 
Oropos, 183) (about 400). 
Keos, 434, ἐξεῖναι (fifth cent.). Amphip. 10,, (about 350). 
Eretr. 15;, (fifth cent.). 
εἶν, Olynth. 8 A 3, B 5, 7 (betw. 389 
and 383). 
ἐξεῖν, Orop. 185). 


11. Spurious EI from εσλ. 

χείλιοι = Aiol. χέλλιοι, Lak. χηλίοι. 

χεῖλος < χέσλος Sim. Am. 27. See Windisch, K. Z XX VII 
169. 

a Spurious EI from evi. 

According to Brugmann, Gr. ὃ 54, Homeric εἰν is= ἐνὶ + vowel. 
We find ἐνάλιος in Archil. 74 (tetr.), εἰνάλιος in Theogn. 576. 


The εἰ of ἀμείνων is due to compensatory lengthening (i.e. εἰ is a spurious 
> 


diphthong) ἀμεννο- being Aiolic. ἀμεινότερος occurs in Mimn. 149, ᾿Αμεινοκράτης, 
Mykonos 92,,, ἀμξῖνον (Ὁ), Rob. 1 159 a, Amorgos. 


13. Spurious EI from ελι. 

ὀφέλλω, increase. The ει of ὀφείλω would seem to be genuine, 
despite the pair ὀφέλλω: ὀφείλω (with different significations), 
because of ὀφειλέτω, Chios, Rob. I 149 A 14, ὀφεΕϊλόντων, ibid. 
1. 17, Thasos, J. H. 5. VIII 402, 4, and ὀφΕΙλν Thasos, 71,.,,. 
EI is also attested, C. I. A. 40,,, I 58, 324 A 52. We have 
however E in C.I. A. I 32 A 3, 8, Β 22, 20. 41,. See Johansson, 
D.V.C.p. 212. ὀφέλλω, sweep, in Hippon. 515. ὀφέλλειεν TI 651, 
β 334 isan Aiolism. Cf. Τὶ. Meyer, B. B. VII 311. 

14. Spurious EI from ερι. 

Feipw say<Fepiw. Tonic εἰρέθην Hdt. ΤΥ 77, 156, ὅτ. « 
eFepeOnv, Attic ἐρρήθην « é-Fpy-Onv. πέπειρα Anakr. 87, πέπειρος 
Hippokr. 

Ναυστείρης Styra, 1904; Homeric στεῖρα or στείρη A 482, 
8 428, and nowhere else (Diphthong EI, p. 65). Theog. 757 
ὑπειρέχοι with ὑπείρ, as in Hom., formed from dep, before an 
initial vowel. ὑπειρόχους Πα ΟΝ 92 (7), adopted by Stein, is alien to 
the form usually accepted by the historian, and can be defended 
solely by those who hold to the assumption of a phonetic ποικιλία 
in the Herodoteian dialect. 

15. Spurious EI from contraction of ε-Ἐ ε, see ᾧ 262. 

κεῖνος, written xEvos, Teos, 156 A 4, 5, 11, 13, 156 B 28, 39, 
but with El, 156 B 7; éxElIvos, upon inscriptions tinged with 
Atticism, Teos, 158,;, Mylasa, 248 A τι, 16,B15,C 19. See 
§ 564. Prellwitz rightly holds that the εἰ is a monophthong, 
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and divides (ἐ)-κεί + evos : his proposed etymology, B..B. XV 155; 
see also Brugmann, Gr. Gr. ὃ 94. 

With the variation between Ionic κεῖνος, Aiolic κῆνος, Wacker- 
nagel compares (B. P. W.1891, p.6) Νηλεύς in Homer and Νείλεως 
in Hdt. 


225.| EI of doubtful origin. 

Σειλήνη Paros, 66, a late inscription with εἰ not in accord with 
the common Attic-Ionie form (Sappho σελάννα; Doric cedava ; 
Archim. σελήνα ?). 

Εἰλειθυίει Delos, 56,;,, Paros, 66 (Εἰλειθυίηι). See Baunack’s 
Studien, 1 69. Ἐἰθύμαχος Styra, 194. See § 198. 

Τειρεσίας. Cf. τείρεα Σ 485 «τέρας (cf. γέρεα Miletos, 100,). 

226.| OI. 

On o1< oft, oot, see § 298, from e+o § 311, from o+ot 
ὃ 314, 0- εἰ § 315, from ὧι ᾧ 241. 

This seems to have been pronounced as a genuine diphthong. 
Bechtel, Jon. Inschr. p. 37, has refuted the view that in Styra οἱ 
was pronounced as #, and that the dialect of Styra was herein 
influenced by the Boiotian change of οἱ to v, 1.9. ὦ. Μέτυικος, 
100; may or may not be correct ; but in the fifth century, the 
period of this leaden tablet, Boiotian ot had not abandoned the 
old diphthongal pronunciation of o. Cf. Blass, Aussprache,? 
Ρ. 57: 

227.| Antevocalic ΟἹ ΞΞ Ο. 

See above for A(I), E(I) m Tonie. 


A. In wscriptions. 


Roman figures refer to centuries, 


West Ionic. 
A. Ἑὐβοεύς Styra, 1s, (V); B. ἐποίει Eretria, 14 (V); ἐποίησε 
Adesp. 21 (VI); ἐποιησάτην 265 (Euboian or Island Ionic) 
(V). 


Istanp Iontc. 

A. ἐπόει Delos, 57 (II); ποε() Thasos, 72, (300-250) ; B. ἐπ᾿ οἹί- 
noev Naxos, 26 (B.C. 500); [π|οιεῖν Keos, 43,, (end of V); Εὐκοίης 
Keos, 44 B οἱ (IV ὃ; Ποιασσίων Keos, 47, (IV); Ποιᾶσσαν 
Keos, 47,, (IV); θαυματοποιός Delos, 55, 3 (270); ἐχσεποίησεν 
Paros, 58 (VI); ποίημα Paros, 60 (metr. ) (V); εὐνοίας Thasos, 
γα, (Π|}. 

Asiatic ΙΟΝΙΟ. 
4. ἐξεπδίησ᾽ Abdera, 162 (metrical) (V); ποήσασθαι Eryth. 
19913 (394); ἐπόει Samos, 222 (pre-Rom.). 


1 Cf. κοιᾶται α΄. G. A, 1883, p. 110. 
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B. a. Before n, ει. 

ἐποίησε Miletos, 94 (WI); ἐποίειν Miletos, 95 (VI); ἐεροποιῆι 
Miletos, 100, (400); ποιεῖ[»] Didyma, Rob. I 139(V?); [π]εποιή- 
kaw Tasos, 105, (end IV); ποιήσεαν Teos, 156 B 30 (470); 
ποιήσει Teos, 156 B 39 (470); ποιήσας Teos, τοῦ, (II or if 
ποιήσει Chios, 174 A τὸ (V); ποιῆι Chios, 174 C 9 (V); ποιῆται 
Chios, 174 C 11 (V); ἐποίησεν [Chios?] Rob. I, p. 64 (V): 
ἐποίησεν Hryth. 207 (11); ποιήσειν Sam. 221,, (322); ἐποίει 
Sam. Rob. 1157 (V); νεωποιήσαντες Sam. 222 (pre-Rom.); ποίη- 
σεν Halik. 241 (metr.)(?); ποιήσαντες Myl. 248 A 12 (367/66); 
ἐποιήσαντο Myl. 248 A 13 (367/66); ποιήσαντος Myl. 248 B 6 
(361/60); ἐποιήσαντο Myl. 248 B 12 (361/60); ποιήσασθαι 
Myl. 248 C 9 (355-54); ποιησαμένη Myl. 248 C τό (355/54); 
ἐποίησεν Adesp. 264 (VI); οἴη, village, Chios, 183 A 46 (350 
Oinv Eryth, 201,5 (IV); αἰδοίην Adesp. 264 (metr.) (V1). 


3 


B. Before o. 
τειχοποιοῦ Kyzikos, 111, (IV); ποιοῖ Teos, 156 A 2 (470); 
ποιούντων Teos, 158, (late); ἱεροποιοῦ Hryth. 206, ABC 12 
times (278); “Evdouos Adesp. 264 (V1). 


y. Before a, αι. 


νεωποίας Ephes. 147,, (300); νεωποίας Halik. 240, (450-400); 
εὐνοίαι Ephes. 147, (300); εὔνοιαν Samos, 221, (322). 

ποιέω is the word most frequently affected by the change, and 
in it the dota never disappears in any dialect before o, but 
only before ἡ, εἰ. In the MSS. of Hdt. and of other Ionic 
prosaists, ποιέω is the only form found. 

Cf. aéns Theokr. 29,,; ἐπόησε Theokr. 29,,, Aiolic, C. Ὁ. I. 
218,; ποήσασθαι Aiolic, 281 A 19, B 24; πόηξεποιῇ, 2383 
ποήσω 281 B 54; ποείμενος 305,; Arkad. ποέντω 1222,; other 
examples, G. Meyer, Gramm., ὃ 155. 

The optative sign in -ovaro is never lost. 


B. Lyric Poets. 

Anakr, ἀδοίάστως 95 (eleg.), ἐπτοήθη 51. (ἐπτοίηθεν x 298, 
πτοιῶμαι Mimn. 5,), but ποιήσεις 60, πεποίημαι 97 (eleg.). Herodas 
25, ἠλόησεν, but ἀλοιήσῃ 25,3; πδεῖς 6, but ἐπόει 4,2, elsewhere οἱ 
retained. 


C. Herodotos, &e. Cf. Fritsch, V. H. D., p. 45 ff. 

Εὐβοεύς VII 156, VIII 4, 19, 20; EvBots III 89. 

Εὐβοϊκός 171 89, &e. In fact, Εὐβοιεύς is found in no Attic 
prosaist, and Εὐβοιΐς only in poetry: Trach. 237, 401; Εὐβοίς 
Trach. 74, Eurip. Herakleidai, 83. 

evvoin and προνοίη. 

P 
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ποίη, as in Homer ποιώδης. Attic ποία is poetical, elsewhere 
πόα, as Sappho, 545. On the accent, see § 122. 

ῥοιή, Homer ῥοιαί, Attic pda, but ford in Aristotle (Greg. 
Korinth. p. 220, quotes ῥοιά as Doric). On the accent, see ᾧ 122. 

στοή, according to Stein, III 52 (# has στοιή); crow in 
Ekkles. 684, 686 may be taken from the sermo familaris, though 
στοά is the only form found in inscriptions. στοιά is Doric 
(Ditt. Syd. 369,;)'. Why Hdt. should use ποίη and poi}, but 
στοή, is not clear. Hence I doubt Stein’s reading. 

φλοιός IV 67, also Homer and Attic. 

χλόη Archil. 108, Hdt. IV 34 (Stein); χλοι- regularly in 
χλοιοῦσθαι Galen, Lex. Hippokr., χλοιώδης Hippokr. Attic has 
always χλόη, hence in X λοί[ης] C. 1. A. 11 722 B 18, if correctly 
restored, we assume that the 1 1s the glide zota. 

ὁμοχροιίη has MS. authority, I 74, where Stein prefers -οίη. 
Diog. Apoll. 6 χροιῆς, Attic χρόα (Aristoph. χροιά). 

φθόη is a medical expression adopted by Plato, perhaps from 
Hippokrates. Wackernagel’s (K. Z XXV 268) objection to the 
hiatus is well founded if we compare Skt. kshayé and apply Fick’s 
law as to the interrelation of 1 and yod: when the accent falls 
originally, as here, upon the final syllable, 1 not yod should 
appear. Cf. Fick, δ. δι VIII 168, Bechtel, Gott. Nachrichten, 
1885, No. 6, and on ῥοιή, χροιή under Accent, § 122. Evidently 
in some of these words contamination of the original forms has 
given rise to those now found in our texts. 

607 for δοιή, Ionic papyrus (Piz/ol, XLI 746). 


228.| OI (Varia). 

(1) There appears to be no certain instance in Ionic of οἱ for o 
before a vowel (as in ὀγδοίης, &c.). καταβοιῆς, however, occurs 
upon the very ancient papyrus (P4z/ol. XLI 746) which is chiefly 
Tonic. For ἐπίπλοον, Hipp. has ἐπίπλοιον VIII 122 (6, 0), but 
the latter form contains suffixal -,o-. κοιΐλη Mimn. 12, is a 
conjecture. It has not been shown that a κοίϊλος arose in the 
manner assumed for yedoivos ὁμοίιος (Hartel, Hom. Stud. 111 41). 
A preferable solution is that κοξιλος (kof =cav-us)=kovihos was 
represented graphically by κοίιλος, cf. ὃ 221. This ov=ov is 
probably not Aiolic, hence in Alkaios 15, read κούιλαι. 

(2) [ΤἸροιζήνιος Tasos, 104,,, before 353 B.c., disproves the 
statement of G. Meyer, Gramm., § 112, that this form (with 
anaptyctic 1 before ¢) does not appear before the imperial period. 
Cf. Tpo¢dvios I. G. A. 70,3, Schneider, Dial. Megarica, 39, 
Miillensiefen, Dial. Lacon. 88. 

(3) δεσπόνησιν Kyzikos, Rob. I τ48 -- δεσποίναις, if correct, is 


1 Also C. I. G., 24835, Astypalaia, 
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a unique form. The converse appears in Φιλοδέσποιτος (Papers 
of the American School, III, No. 218). Of. § 151. 

(4) οἱ appears for eo. in the Herodoteian oikas, οἰκός, with 
absence of reduplication, as in οἰκοδόμηται I 181, Herakleian 
Tables, I 137 

(5) The ancients regarded ἠοῖος as Ionic in contradistinction to 
ἦφος and éSos: Hust. 72753, 53) 114254; 150444. 

(6) πρήξοισιν Chios 174 A 16-17 for πρήξουσιν, subj. with 
short modal vowel, is an Aiolism as regards the ending. 

{ For -ota in the fem. part.=via, see § 605. 

8) ov< ou, see § 241. 


229.] YI. 

The second mora of the diphthong w may disappear before a 
following vowel. 
, vs Paros, 67 (late), Huds 266, of uncertain provenance. Cf. 
vids A 473, A 270; din v 286. ἀφύη, often used by the comic 
poets, may be an Ionic loan-form (G. Meyer, Gramm., p. 36). Cf. 
μυοσόβαι B.C. H. VI 32, 33. 

vids is found, Amorg. 35 epigr.; Priene, 141 (in Ionic alphabet) ; 
265, uncertain locality; Delos, 57. On υἱός, δός in metrical in- 
scriptions, ef. Allen, Versification, p. 71 ff., on ὑ(ι)ός in Attic, 
Meisterhans, p. 47. 


Diphthongs κατ᾽ ἐπικράτειαν. 


230.] AI. 
du=pre-Hellenic di, gave way to mu at the earliest period of 
Tonic that can be reconstructed by us. 


231.] HI. 

Whether ΗΤ is really a δίφθογγος κατ᾽ ἐπικράτειαν in such forms 
as βασιλήιος is not perfectly certain (Blass, dusspr.* 22, Johansson, 
B. B. XV 182). Schulze, K. Ζ. XXIX 252, writes βασιλῇος, and 
holds that y. became 7 between the time of Hipponax and Hero- 
dotos!. Between βασίληιος (or βασίλῃος, cf. Attic βασίλειος) and 
βασιλήιος there is a far greater difference than between ἀνδρήιος 
and davédpjos,—the important difference of the accent position. 
While MS. testimony possesses slight, and even inscriptions but 
little more value (the ordinary HI, e.g. in such a form as KAHIQ, 
being indifferent to the question at issue), the evidence in 
favour of the existence of the long vowel and of diaeresis in 
certain Ionic prose authors is drawn (1) from the cases of ni in 
the poets ; (2) from the Attic TEILOI, Τήϊιοι or Trion, C. I. A. I 


1 In Hat. the correct form is je, not ἤιε. 
ΤΥ 
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234,, (446 8.0.) and TEIOI=Tyia, C. 1. A. 229, (451 B.C.), 
forms whose ni, even if not Attic, is certainly Ionic; cf. ΤΉΠΟΣ 
Naukratis 700! (ef. K. Z XXVII 264); (3) from Kyprian 
μνάϊιο(ν) (Ὁ), Meister. G. D. II 144; (4) from Boiot. μαντειία, 
= Delph. μαντηία, cf. Aiol. or Thess. μαντήιον, C. 1). 1. 1558. In 
any event Hippokrates certainly made use of yi much less often 
than Hdt. See below, § 286. 


232.| Medial HI before vowels. 

(1) In this category fall chiefly the derivatives in -ἥιον, -nin 
= Attic -εἴον, -είη, from stems in -7v. In dealing with the much- 
vexed problem of the interrelation of these terminations it must 
be borne in mind that originally an -nv- stem yielded -ηνὴ or -n10-, 
except in the case of such feminines as had adjectival motion 
(ὃ 174); while sigmatic stems produced -e and -eo-. This 
original mark of distinction has been obliterated to a great extent 
in all the dialects, and especially in Ionic. The retention of the 
traditional accentuation in this treatise does not imply that im all 
cases, notably in that of the pseudo-Ionists, ns was pronounced 
with 1 as a distinct phonetic power. The conduct of ην upon 
Attic inscriptions shows that at an early period 1 was a vanishing 
sound. ηἰ must sometimes have been written when it was not 
diphthongal, 6. 7. μουσηιον Herodas 1.1. 

All the forms of the nv stems have been collected by Fritsch, 
V. H. D., pp. 9 ff.; eg. Hdt. ἀριστήιον, ἀρχήιον, ἱερήιον (Greg. 
Kor. 3), μαντηίη (μαντείας Tyrt. 4.), μαντήιον Pherek. 60 (Herakl. 
11 -etov), πολιτηίη, πρυτανήιον, as Prokon. 103 (fifth century), 
στρατηίη (and στρατιή), ταριχηίη, χαλκήιον, &e. 

Also from -nv- stems adjectives and nouns in τ-ηιος, τῆιον, -ηίη, 
= Attic -evos, -evov, -efa. βασιλήιος Theog. 1191, Hdt., Hekat. 
175, Charon 2, βασιληίη Hdt., Herakl. 79; and the following 
forms in Hdt.: δουλήιος 5, ἐξοδηίη (Stem -δίη), κηρυκήιον, "Odve- 
σήιος, ἀρήιος, ἑρμητηίη, as in Diog. Apoll. τ. Mimn. has Νηλήιον 
91; θεραπηίη Hippokr. VI 492, 586, VII 172, 180, IX 268, v.Z. 
-ein, no v.l. VII 246, but θεραπείη V 686, 11 14, 110, III TX. 

In the pseudo-Ionic prosaists we find the -ηι- forms are not so 
prevalent as in Hdt. and are largely artificial: θεραπείη 
Lukian, Syr. 31, Aretaios often; θεραπηίη oceurs only in the 
letters of Hippokr. 15,, 16,, 17995 o3- -yt- forms occur as 
follows: pavrni- Luk. Syr. 36, Astr. 8, 23, 24; πολιτηίη Hipp. 
ep. 17323 βασιληι- Luk. Syr. 18, 25, Astr. 12, Arr. Ind. 3, 8, 39, 
Hipp. ep. 1754) 413 ἀρήιος Arr. Ind. 7,11, 12, Euseb. 2; παιδηΐοις 


* Coins of Teos have THI Head H. N. 511, and so THIOZ Naukr. I 209, 
II p. 68 (a late metrical inser.). 

2 Cf. Anakr, 114, epigram. dovaniny. Hdt. has also δούλιος VIL 8 (y) ; ef. 
πολεμήιος and πολέμιος, ξεινήιος and ξείνιος, 
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Euseb. 2; ἱρήιος Luk. Syr. 42, 58, 54, cf. Arr. Ind. 18. The 
following have no variant in -m-: μοιχείη, δυναστείη, γοητείη, 
προφητείη, φαρμακείη, πρεσβείη, Epunvein. στρατηίη is the only 
example in the Vita Homeri. 

Fritsch’s thoroughgoing examination (V. H. D. pp. 8-30) shows 
that here and there the Attic forms have forced themselves into 
the MSS. of Hdt.; and in the inscriptions we meet with the 
following forms in εἰ where we might expect an Ionic -n- :— 
ἀρχεῖον lasos, 105), (end of third cent.) ; πολιτεία Zeleia, 114 ABC 
(late), Samos, 2910; (322 B.C.); πρυτανεῖον Kyzikos, 108 B (first 
cent.) ; καπηλεῖον Jasos, 1044,; mopeta Samos, 2215, (322 B.C.). 

All these forms occur in inscriptions so late that they may be 
ascribed to Attic influence. 

(2) Furthermore, -y10- occurs (Attic -efo-) where there is no 
-nv- stem involved. Herodotos has ἀνδρήιος (Protag.), ἀνδρηίη, 
(cf. Arrian 17,) but ἀνδρειότερος I 79, ἀνδρειότατος I 123, IV 
93, IX 37, γυναικήιος (where Homer has, A 437, γυναικείας, 
Phokyl. 3, γυναικείων (cf. Fick, B. B. XI 272), Archil. γυναικεῖον, 
9,03 Rutherford’s γυναικήιον, Hrd. 6,, is incorrect). Hdt. has also 
ἀχρήιος (Hom.), ἐργαλήιον, ἑταιρήιος, -nin (Sim. K. 118 -eén), 
Καδμήιος but Καδμείη I 166, and Καδμεῖοι often. Hdt. μνημήιον 
(Arr. 10), οἰκήιος, -dw, -drns, ef. Demokr. 94, 124, 168, σημήιον, 
Diog. Apoll. 5 is not found in Simplicius. σημήϊον is hesitatingly 
adopted by Littré in Hippokr. Demokr. 6 ἐμψυχήιον. 

(3) -ηιο- Ξε Attic -εἰο- from non -nv- stems: Hdt. has ἀνθρω- 
πήιος (Hippokr. VI 468, νυ. ὦ. -ίνην; and -evos, as Herakl. 91, 
96), βορήιος (Phoinix apud Athen. 495 ΕἸ), Εὐρωπήιος, κηλωνήιον, 
(knAwvet is late), Φοιβήιος, powsxrjros! (φοινικήια Teos 156 B 
38, 470 B.C.), ἀγγαρήιον, λαισήιον, ᾿Αλήιον, Λιμενήιον. Hipponax, 
57, has τροπήιον from τροπέω, an Ionic verb. 

(4) Non -nv- stems yield -ηιο- in the later Jonists in the 
following cases :— 

οἰκήιος Luk. Syr. 22, 53, 54, 57, Arrian, Ind. 20 (elsewhere -et-) ; 
ἀνθρωπήιος Luk. Astr. 27, ἐμψυχήιον Luk. 7. A. 6. From con- 
sonantal stems we have ἀνδρήιος Luk. Syr.15, 26,27, Euseb. Mynd., 
56 (Hippokrates has -εἰ- always); γυναικήιος Luk. Syr. 15, 27, 51; 
Arrian, Ind, 8, Aret. 60, 61, 62, 285 (Hippokrates -e.-, and also 
Euseb. Mynd. 54); σημήιον Luk. Syr. 15, 17, 49, Astr. 4, 7; 
Arrian, Ind. 28. Hippokrates and Aretaios adopt the Attic σημεῖον 
rather than the Ionic -nvov. We have here a line of distinction 
drawn with tolerable distinctness between the medical writers 
and Herodotos, Lukian, and Arrian. Arrian, Jud. 10, has μνημήια, 
θήρεια 17, 24, and Αἰθιοπείῳ 6. 


. / 5 / 
1 Hesychios has, however, Φοινικκία᾽ Λυδοὶ καὶ Ἴωνες τὰ γράμματα amd Φοίνικός 
tTwos...3 purple in Hdt, is φοινίκεος. 
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The grammarians call -ηιος Lonic: ἀρήιος, ᾿Οδυσσήιος An. Ox. 1 3649, Πηληιάδεω 
An. Ox. 1346.7: μνημήιον, σημήιον, βασιλήιον An. Ox. IT 12393 (Theogn.), ξυνήιον 
Et. Gud. 416,), Schol. Ven. A on A 124, An. Par. III 12463 οἰκήιος is called 
Doric by Hdn. IT 558.» though he reserves -juos for Ionic; ef. I 361;. 


(5) The inscriptions have nu in πρυτανήιον Prokon. 103 (600 B.O,; 
the Attic copy has -e?ov), φοινικήια Teos, 156 B 38, ἱερήου 
Oropos, 1855 3, (see ὃ 234); ἡμιμνήιον and σπονδήιον Paros, 
62; Σαραπήια Naxos, 28+; Τήϊιος Naukr. I 62, No. 700. 
ToodHIQv C. 1. A. I 283,,, is probably Ionic as the Attic 
form is Ποσειδεών usually, cf. Ποσιδηίου Maroneia 196,, and 
Ποσιδηιών Anakr. 6. Ποσιδήιον and Φοιβήιον in Hdt., other 
names of festivals having -.o-. 

On inscriptions we find εἰ where ἣν might have occurred : 
᾿Ανδρείων Eryth. 206, B 48, 56 (278 8. 6.). οἰκειότητος Ephesos, 
147, (300 B.C.). οἰκεῖοι Lykia, 263 (perhaps an Attic form). 
Εὐφρονιεῖοι, Θαλεῖοι Eryth. 206 B 46. Λυκείου Eryth. 206 A 
20 (Steph. Byz. Λυκήιον). ἱερητεῖαι Eryth. 206 A 44, Β τ, 45, 
60, C 73 ἱερητεῖῶν A 14, 36, teparéas C 13; Priene, 144,, 
ἱερατείης. ὁρκυνεῖον Halik. 240,, (fifth cent.). See under (1) 
above. 

(6) -ηιο-- in Ionic has, as Fritsch has shown, in the class ἀνδρήιος 
and ἀνθρωπήιος extended by analogy its sphere beyond that of 
the -yv- stems. In no case is there any justification for the 
adoption of -n.- even in such -es- stems as yield abstract nouns, 
e.g. ἀληθηίη, which has been foisted upon Herodotos by the 
Aldine edition, Even the Astrol. of Lukian has ἀληθείης (ὃ 1). 
The few instances which occur of nu=eu are of late date. ᾿Αργήιος, 
Ditt. Sy/7. 421, (400-350), which is certainly on the stone, may 
be an error as it dates from a period when there was a fluctua- 
tion in the orthography. Sim. Amorg. 27 has ’Apye(n, Hdt. VI 
52 ᾿Αργείην. 

For examples of forms in -εἰη, see § 175 ff. 

Ξενοκρατήια 15 not to be classed with Delphic Καλλικράτηα, &e., 
where the 7 is a late graphical expression for εἰ, as often, e.g. 
ἐπιμέληαν Mitth. X 314, No. 2, 1. g (Odessos), πολιτήαν Mitth. 
XI 83, 1. 3 (Amorgos). It is scarcely probable that a stem in 
τησιο- should manifest itself so late as the first century B. c. 


when it is not beyond peradventure proved in the case of older 
forms. 


If it can be shown that there are stems in -yo10-, which have as yet not 
been shown to exist, such apparent anomalies as Aiolic κυπρογένηα, and Boiot. 
names in -yevewos, -μειδειιος, may be cleared up. See Johansson, B. B., XV 
I8I, Ξενοκρατήια Eryth, 208 is an hyper-Ionic form, and not to be regarded 


4 Coat Ae rs 
In Doric inscriptions πρυτανήιον, ἀνδρήιον, πρειγήια (πρεσβεῖα) olxntws, - 
μαντήιον. 
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x 


as an example of -no1a. That yod should lengthen a preceding vowel, as 
G. Meyer, Gramm.? § 67, still holds, is of course out of the question. 

ἀγγήιον without variant, Hdt. II 121 β, 8, IV 2, Lukian, Syr. 20, 48. This 
is the sole support for this supposed Ionic form. Keos 4310) with ἀγγεῖα, is 
not free from the suspicion of being Attic, though this form is undoubtedly 
Tonic too. Cf. ἀγγεῖον and κενεαγγείη in Hippokr, and Aretaios. 

κρήιον in Hesychios is probably Doric, not Ionic as was held by Curtius 
Ei? 155. 

(7) Feminines derived from masculines in -evs have εἰ, not 7. In Keos, 48, 
ἱέρεια; Pantikapaion, 123, icp}; Ephesos, 150, fep7. In Herodotos, the MSS. 
have generally fpefn, but occasionally the shibboleth of the Ionic 7 is dis- 
closed (II 53, 54, 55). Cf. also βασίλεια, not -nln. So ἀϊδρείη not -ηίη Hdt. 
VI 69. 

233.| Medial HI before consonants. 

1. Masculine patronymies 1. 

In but one case in Hdt. VIII 132 Βασιληίδεω, which must be 
an error. Cf. [Β]ασιλείδης Chios, 179), the same form on a 
Chian coin, Denkmdler der Wiener Ahad. IX 322 (400-350). If 
Σελληίΐίδεω in Archil. 104 is correct, it is the only instance in the 
lyric poets, and Σκηβηίδης Teos, C. I. G. 306455 (late), the only 
instance in the inscriptions. In all other cases -εἰδης, on which 
see § 235. 

2. Feminine patronymics”. 

Hdt. Νηρηίδων IL 50; Νηρηίσι VII 191 (ef. Νηιρείδων Eryth. 
206 B 27); Βοιβηίδα VII 129, not to be written yi, a poetical 
form introduced by the grammarians. Doubtless -ἤιδης and -ἤήις 
(-7)s) are here correct. Upon Attic inscriptions of the fourth 
century we sometimes meet with the spelling -eés, -εἶδος. 

3. Dat. Plur. of A (7) stems. 

-nuot (-not) was the regular Ionic form in the fifth century in 
Hdt. and in the inscriptions. The last Ionic -nv0. of which we 
have any knowledge dates from 394 8.6. (Erythrai, 199,). After 
this, avs is the normal ending. See under Declension. 

4. In compound names (two stems). 

Δηιδαμαντ- Aigiale, 28 A; Δηιλέων Smyrna, 1535 (cf. Bechtel, 
ad loc.); Δηίλλεος Thas. (Li) 7, B 9; Δηιθράσης Th. (1) 3 A 8; 
Δηιπέτης Styra 19,.,, perhaps; Δηίαλκος Thas. (Li) 99. (ef. 
Δείαλκος Thasos 81 B 14, Δέαλκος 83,; ὃ 236). ᾿Αλεξι]δήιος 
Naukr. 667, 838; ᾿Αρηίθους Th. (Li) 14 B 2,16 B 7; ᾿Αρηιφίλου ὃ 
Anakr. 106, as ἀρηιφάτους Herakl. 102. 

5. Greg. Korinth. p. 377, quotes κληισθέντες as Ionic. Mapa- 
νηιτέων Maroneia, 196,, though from the same period (before 


1 πηληίδης Greg. Kor. 379, together with Πηλεϊάδης and -ηιάδης (p. 488); 
the Et. Gud. 466, has Πηλεϊάδης Πηληιάδης, -ηιάδης Hust. 1257, Πηλεϊάδεω Joh, Gr. 
239 B, Πηλείδεω and Πηλειάδεω Meerm. 655. 

2 Nyldes, Νηρηίδες Hust. 6225, 1954s. 

sy An, Ox, 128775) 1 30s. 
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400) we have Μαρωνειτέων 196,7, οἵ. ὃ 197. mL, as augment, 1s 
preserved e.g. ἡιρημένους Samos, 2.215. 

6. ὀνήιστος Phoinix in Athen. 495 HE, Anaxag. ΤΟ, Herakl. 114, 
κληίσκεται Hippokr. 1X 84, cf. θνήσκω μιμνήσκω according to the 
erammarians. θνήσκω occurs in Attic inscriptions and κικλήσκω 


in MSS. 


234. | Medial HI becomes H. 


ἱερήου Oropos, 18.3, 34, about 400 B.c. Greg. Korinth. p. 379, 
mentions ἱερήιον as Ionic. Also Aiolic and Delphic. 

A remarkable form is λητουργεῖν, on a Teian document in Κοινή, 
Ditt. γι. 126,, (306-301 B.C.). 


235.| Medial HI passes into EI. 


1. before vowels. 

Here belong the forms mentioned under § 232 from inscrip- 
tions, from the lyric poets γυναικεῖον, Archil. and Phokyl., unless 
Fick’s defence of the form as it stands (Ξε γύναιον) holds good. 
Or shall we read γυναικῇον Ὁ [ἀ]γγεῖα Keos, 43,,, while Hat. 
has ἀγγήια TV 2; Homer, 1 222 dyyea. Fritsch holds that ἀγγεῖον 
alone is correct, which is probable (cf. ἄγγος). 

2. before consonants. 

In all masculine patronymics, except those mentioned $ 233. 
Hdt., as Attic writers, uses -εἰδης with but the single exception 
of Βασιληίδεω: Αἰγεῖδαι 5 IV 149; ᾿Αριστείδης VIII 79-82; 
᾿Ατρεῖδαι VIL 20; Νηλεῖδαι V 653; Περσεῖδαι 1 125; ᾿Αλκείδης 
VI 61. EvduvEléns Styra 19.1.4, NexodEldns 19579, Περιλ ΕἸδη(ς) 
19s, are transcribed -e.dns on account of the extreme rarity of 
-ηιδης. Πιθείδης Keos, 44 A 10, ’Apt](o)refdns Thasos, 77 A 9, 
᾿Αριστείδευς B 14, are all too late to be of moment, though they 
apparently support the general conduct of the patronymic in 
Jonic prose. As Attic inscriptions of the fourth century have 
-ηιδης, the older form existing parallel to the younger -ειδης (to 
say nothing of the fifth century with its EIAES), so in Ionic we 
might assume the contemporaneous existence of both forms. In 
this case Βασιληίδεω would be correct despite the numerical 
weight of evidence against -ηιδης in Hdt., though the weakening 
of m to εἰ in the majority of the instances is surprising. The 
Tonic dialect is usually tenacious of ns and nfi< évi generally 
becomes 7. He who with Fritsch holds that Βασιληίδεω repre- 
sents the only correct form of the patronymic ending must have 
the heart to expel every case of -εἰδης from the text of Hdt., even 
though -edns can be shown to have existed before the fifth 


1 Cf. Hdn. II 864,.. 
5 In a fragment (99) attributed to Anakreon we read Alyeldew. 
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century. If -είδης is Homeric Ionic, it may well be Herodoteian 
Tonic. The cases (ὃ 232, 1) in which Attic forms have forced 
themselves into the text of Hdt. belong to a different sphere and 
are numerically insignificant in contrast with the almost total ex- 
tinction of -ηιδὴης in the MSS. of Hdt. See also δὲ 238, 239, 286. 


236.| Medial HI becomes E. 

The month Ποσειδεών from -δηιών, C. 1. G. 2309,, Delos, 3664.7, 
Kyzikos (Attic ἢ). With Δέαλκος Thasos 83,, ef. Δηίαλκος § 233, 
4. Aeciadxos Thasos 81 B 14 is not to be explained with Bechtel 
according to § 237. 


237.| Medial HI becomes El. 

This metathesis quantitatis was first proposed by Fick (B. B. XI 267) on the 
score of Anakreon’s four syllable Θρηικίη (96) by the side of Θρῃκίη (49, 75), 
Hipponax’ Θρηικίων 42 (ἐπ᾿ ἀρμάτων τε καὶ Θρηικίων πώλων). Bechtel, Ion. 
Inschr., p. 13, goes so far as to claim for Ionic and Attic that, wherever εἰ 
appears for 71, ι passed through the stage εἴ On any view -e<m is found 
chiefly in Eretrian Ionic, since in Asiatic Ionic τὴς lost its iota and did not 
become εἰ. From prose inscriptions we can scarcely expect proof, and even 
if we accept Θρεϊκίων, we are not compelled to extend this metathesis quantitatis 
over all the territory claimed by Bechtel. The parallelism of later λειτουργεῖν 
and re? does not disprove the vocalis ante vocalem corripitur rule, or necessitate 
the hypothesis that in Ionic-Attic there was a middle stage εἴ. See § 232. 
The form Θρηΐκιον occurs in an hexameter, Hdn. I 118,, Θρέισσα Hrd. 179. 


238.| Final HI is retained. 

1. In the dative singular. 

νηΐ, perhaps from γῇ from the analogy of νηός, &e. (Alkman 
has νᾷ according to Blass, Hermes, XIII 25). On Πριη| ν]ῆι see 

510. 

: 2. In the subjunctive (Island and Asiatic Ionic, but not 
generally in West Ionic). See $ 239. 

The ut ἀνεκφώνητον is but-rarely misplaced; e.g. ety (opt.), 
Teos, 1.585» 59, (second cent.). Cf. the similar form on an old 
papyrus, Blass, dusspr.* 48, and the confusion between εἴη and 
ein, H 340, = 88. ein occurs on the papyrus that has θείηι. 


239.| Final HI becomes EI. 

τ. In the dative singular of Α(η) and -nv- stems. 

For the forms from Euboian Ionic, see § 433, 34. The Hero- 
doteian βασιλέϊ, or βασιλεῖ, is due to the analogy of other cases. 
ἴΑρει, found Sim. Amorg. 1,3, may be read ”Apy ; ἴΔρει in Homer 
will readily yield to "Αρεῖ, or ΓΑρῃ (® 112, 431, B 479). Smyth, 
Diphthong EL, pp. 36, 42. 

2. In the subjunctive. Here we have to distinguish between 
(1) εἰ, an original form with short modal vowel (Schulze, Hermes, 


XX 491 ff.). : 
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κατάξει Teos, 156 B 37, 

ἐκκόψε(ι) Teos, 156 B 38, 

ποιήσει Teos, 156 B 39, 

ican Chiesaaes ic ᾿ of the fifth century. 

ἀποκρύψει Ephesos, 1451» 8» 

ἐπάρει Ephesos, 145.» 

Cf. παραμείψεται Mimn. 3, and also in Kretan (Baunack, in 
his Studien, I 3; Bechtel, Gott. Nachr., 1888, p. 402). 

(2) ev<mp in later inscriptions. 

ἀναψηφίσει Amph. τοι (middle of the fourth century). 

παρέλθει Orop. τὸς, 

ἀδικεῖ Orop. 18,, 

ἐκτίνει Orop. 18), 

ἀδικηθεῖ Orop. 18,4, betweeen 411-402 or 

συνχωρεῖ Orop. 18.9, 387-377. 

mapet Orop. 18,,, = παρῆι « παρέηι; 

of. εὖ 18.4,=7, 

ἐμβάλλει Orop. 1845, 

This εἰ « 7 is restricted in Ionic to the division of the West?, 
and in so far presents a proof of the progression of West Ionic 
and Attic along the same phonetic lines?. In Attika the change 
of nu to εἰ occurs about 376 B.c., the sound being represented 
either by εἰ (βουλεῖ) or by ε (adre). ηι has here become a closed 
ὃ. There are no examples of this later εἰ from other portions of 
Ionic territory, and even in West Ionic the change has not been 
thoroughgoing (Olynthos, 8 A 6, Β 17 ἴηι; B 14 δοκῆι). In 
the Kyklades and in Asiatic Ionic we have -y in the verb and 
nouns, except where u has fallen off. The change of -nu to -e 
precedes in Amphipolis that of -a. to -o.. In Olynthos, 8 A 6, 
Bechtel reads π]ολέμοι whereas we have κοινῶι in ὃ B 4 (as well 
as -71). 

240.| Final H from HI. 

Rarely, and then not in West Ionic, in the dative: Μάνη 
Kyzikos, τοῦ (sixth century); τῇ βουλῆ Eryth. 199, (after 394 
B.C.); Μαλυείη Eryth. 201, (fourth century); τῇ Zeleia, 113,, 
(after 334); δημοσίη Mylasa, 248 C 15 (355,4); θύη Chios, 
Paspates 9. 

241.| OT. 

προίρης in Hesychios has been regarded as an example of an 
Ionic change of medial ων to οι. Final ὧι becomes o only in the 


1 ἐὰν δὲ δεῖ Teos, Ditt. Syll. 126, (306-301), is Attic. 

* The editor of the Oropian inscription No, 18 in Hermes XXI 91 regards as 
due to Boiotian influence the shortening of diphthongs whose prior member 
is a long vowel. Both this and the use of tr for σσ seem to be Attic rather 
than Boiotian in colouring. 
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inscriptions of Western Tonic. See § 461 for examples. The u of 
nom. - in the declension of nouns in -ώ, -ods has been lost at a very 
early date in Ionic as elsewhere. On ὦ ἘΠ, see § 299. λάβωισιν 
Chios 174 B τό isan Aiolism. In an Eretrian inscription (φημ. 
1888, 83 ff. 1. 180 C, SOIvapyo has been read Σοιναύτο(υ) = Σωι-. 
γινώισκειν Hrd. 5.) is ἃ 5110 rather than an analogue of μιμνήσκω, 
Avolic μιμναίσκω. ; 


242.| AY. 

Hipponax 2 has καύης or καύηξ, whereas in ὁ 479 we find κήξ, 
though ACKQSV have here «ig, cf. Lobeck’s Paralip. 101 ff. 
Kretschmer’s attempt (K. Ζ. XXXI 354) at explaining the in- 
terrelation of the two forms is unsatisfactory. δεδαυμένων is 
found only in Sim. Am. 30. The above mentioned forms and 
Homeric κήξ may be referred to κωκύω. According to Schol. V 
on Il. XV 421 δαυλός was New Ionic for Homeric δᾶλός : δαλός 
is from *daF-edds (cf. davds), δαυλός from ἔδαξ-λός. δαβελός was 
Lakonian (Hesychios 5. Ὁ. δαβελός). In Ionic and Attic before 
sonant vowels, avo-, eyo-, οὐσ- became a, €, 0, 6. 5. ἀκοή. ἀκούω 
contains an ov reinstated from the fut., aor. &e. . 


243.] AY=AO in inscriptions. 

Αὐὀτοκλῆος Latyschev, II 140, Pantikap., αὐτοί Priene, 144, ; 
αὐτός Chios, 184; αὀτόν Samos, 221,,; a6[76 |: Eryth. 202,,1, 263 
(Asiatic); αὐτοῖς Samos, 2219), 9753, Eryth. 203, (ταῦτα 1. 8); 
αὐτούς Samos, 221,,, Leros, 107,; ταῦτα Leros, 107,,, Chios, 
184, Eryth. 202), 15. Samos, 221,,, Halik. 240, (the only ex- 
ample of the change in the dialect of Halikarnassos); ἑαοτῶν 
Samos, 221,0» 263 (Asiatic); Γλαῦκος Eryth. 209,; also Imh.- 
Bl. G. WM. 290 Erythrai; Taopéas Eryth. 209,; Kaoxaciwvos 
Chios, 183 A 33; but Κα]υκασίων Chios, 177, and Καυκασέ α]ς 
B. P. W., 1889, p.1195; ct. Eryth. 206 A 19; Ναόλοχον Priene, 
141, an inscription not in Ionic dialect but in Ionic orthography ; 
Ναῦκλος Paus. VII 3, 6 may be compared; Styra, 19,,,, has 
Ναυστείρης ; Olynth. ὃ B 2 ναυπηγησίμων. In ναυμαχίη, ναυ- 
πηγήσιμος, &e., we find ἃ not 7. 

The graphical substitution of o for v is practically confined 
to Ionic territory. Kumanudes, ’Emyp. Arr. ἐπιτύμβιοι, 2597 
(Adroxpa[r]ns), offers the only example from extra-Ionic territory. 
So far no evidence for this ao has been found in any portion of 
Tonic except that of the Asiatic mainland and adjacent islands. 

This method of writing, however, does not of itself necessitate 
the conclusion that Ionic av was of different colour from Attic av. 
Perhaps the Naxian AFYTO represents nothing more than an 
attempt at showing the pronunciation of aw in a clearer manner 


1 About 350 B.c, No, 199, Eryth. (394 B.c.) has αὐτῶι twice. 


+ 
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than by AY, Blass, Aussprache*, pp. 74 ff. The suggestion that 
AFTO was meant, and AFYTO was a correction of the engraver 
(αξύτοῦ) is excluded by the Old-Attic afirdp (Δελτ. ἀρχ. 1890, 
p. 103). See under Ff. This af for av before a consonant 1s 
chiefly the property of Kretan, and sporadically of Lokrian and 
Korinthian. 


244.] AT=0. 

See δὲ 205, 258, for τρῶμα, διφώσκω, &e. The substitution of 
o for v is more frequent in Ionic than that of v for o. At present 
but one example of the latter orthography is known to us im 
Ionic: Μύλαυρος, Styra, 19,3;=pvAwpds <-aopos. Cf. πυλαυρός 
Ξε πυλωρός in Hesychios and the other examples quoted, G. 
Meyer, Gramm. § 120. Hdt. III 72 has πυλουρός with the Ὁ. ἡ. 
πυλωρός. The grammarians went so far as to hold that av be- 
came wv in a supposititious form ὠυτός. Greg. Korinth. p. 419. 

On OY from AY, see under OY, § 256. 


245.| A from AT. 

In late inscriptions v is sometimes not written before a con- 
sonant, In Kaibel’s Lpigrammata 1 find τοὔνομα τἀτόν 311 Smyrna; 
ἁτῶν 321 near Sardis; ἑατοῖς 340, valley of the Makestos; arijs 
Sterrett, Papers of the Amer. School, 111 235, ἁτῆς Latyschev, 11, 
P+ 305 (199 }) | 

246.| EY. 

On Δεύνυσος, see § 138, on Διένυσος, § 137. 

EO for original EY is not specifically Ionic, though this ortho- 
graphy was more extensively adopted by the Ionians than by 
any other Greek people. EO is here invariably diphthongal. 

1. Inscriptions of the fifth century’. 

ae Chios, 174 Ο το; Κεφαλεός Adesp. 266, see Bechtel 
αὐ toe. 

2. Inscriptions of the fourth century. 

φεόγειν Amphip. τὸς; φεογέτω Amphip. 10,4; edyo[ vow] 
Chios, 185,;3 κοπρεόων Chios, B. P. W.1889, p. 1195; Εὀνομίδης 
Miletos, 102,; Εὀέλθων Ephesos, 1515, Mionnet, VI 122; 
ΕἘὀπαθίδη(") Hphesos, 151,; Edywpos Ephesos, 151;3 εὄνοιαν 
Samos, 221g; εὐὀργέτην Eryth. 202,7;. Εὐὀθύδαμος Klazom., Le 
Bas, Voy. Arch. Inscr. 111 τ, No. 86, Head, H. N. 491; Λεοκαῖος 
Klazom. 169,, Head, H. NV. 491. Cf. Aeoxots Priene, 141, Lonie 
orthography as in Ναόλοχον ; Θέοττις Chios, Zeitschr. f. Numism. 
XIV 153, No. 3. Cf. Θεῦττις], ὁ. 2. No. 4= Bechtel, 194 (both 
fourth century). Λεόκωνος (and Λεύκωνος) Latyschev, IL 296. 


1 εὔδοξε 1. G. A. 390 Amorgos, an obscure inscription, placed by some as 
early as the first half of the seventh century. , 
* Bechtel’s [edpy |érnv Eryth. 1993, is doubtful on account of αὐτῶι 1. 5, 12. 
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3. Inscriptions of third century, 

Edaydpys Thasos, 83,; οὗ, 83,. 

4. Of uncertain date. 

Eépvda(yos) Eryth. 209,; Σινωπεός Sinope, 116. 

On coins Εὀσεβής Imh.-Bl. G. 17. 324 Miletos, cf, 290, iepeds 
Chios, Pasp. 9:1, Εὐὀπαθίδης ib. 39. 


Ἑὀπάμονος (Bechtel, Ion. Inschr., p, 104), held by Boeckh (C. I. G. 2121) to 
be Phanagoreian, cannot well be Ionic on account of -παμων -- κτήμων, despite 
πολυπᾶμονος A 433, Which must give place to πολυπάμμονος of many MSS.! 
That εο Ξε εὖ is not confined to Ionic is clear from the following list: Ἑὄβωλος 
Knidos, C. D. I. 3550; ἄνεο Sunium, C. I. A., III 73,2 (period of the empire), 
the only instance in Attic; Ὀρφεός C. 1. G. 70493 Σεοῆρον C. I. G. 3423, ὄϊς 
κυέοσα Kos in J. H. 5. IX 334 Il. 57, 61, Εὀρυνόμο[ υ], Herakleia, the Megarian 
colony, C. D. I. 3083; cf. εἰ ὑ]ο[ρἸκέοσι; Krete in Mus. It. III 563 ff. 1. 38 
(Itanos). See Hausoullier, B. 0. H., III 51. Bechtel proposes to refer 
Ἑῤπάμονος to Knidos. 


This ¢o is sporadic merely, and does not indicate that the pro- 
nunciation of εὖ (1. 6. 1. E.e+w) was different in the localities 
where these eo forms were at home from that prevalent among all 
Tonic speaking Greeks. The following list shows the retention 
of ev in words that in the above list had eo. 

pevyor[ro|s 13,, Chalkis (?), found at Olympia; φεύγων 13, ; 
φεύγειν lasos, 104,; Evaydpns Thasos, 83,; Εὐθύδαμος Klazom. 
Head, H. N. 491; Εὐ(π)ορία Pantik. 121; Λεύκων Theod. (?) 
127; Λευκ[ά]ριος Styra, 191.4; Δεύκαρος 195.5, Λεύκωνος Phanag. 
164; Aevxatos Klazom. Head, 77. N. 491 (4th cent.) ; [€|dévepov 
Eph. 145;; Εὐκράτου Teos 159.. 

There are no indications of eo for ev in the literary monuments. 

On ev for original εο, see also under Contraction, ὃ 287; on -ev 
in the genitive singular, ᾧ 426. 


247.] evo represents the diphthong ev in Πιτθευος = Πιτθεύς, 
Ephesos, Vum. Chron. 1881, τό, with an v between co that recalls 
the F of Naxian afirod, Attic aFirdp, cf. Prellwitz, Deut. Litt.-Zeit. 
1890, p. 1538. cov stands for eo=ev in Δεουνῦς, Maroneia, on a 
coin in Imhoof-Blumer’s collection, referred to by Bechtel on 196. 
eov=ev also in ᾿Αριστοκλ ΕΟῪς Thasos, 72,, EipycOevEOYs Samos, 
217. Analogous is aov in Παουλλῖνα C. I. α. 6665, G. Meyer, 
Gr. ὃ 120. Cf. § 529, Baunack’s Studien, I 72, Δ. B. 11 269. 

An hyper-Ionic ev, due to a supposed fondness of the dialect 
for this sound, takes the place of ov in MSS. of Hdt. (ὁ 690), and 
in such forms as χασκεύσῃ Herodas 4,5 (§ 44). 

β takes the place of v in the late κατεσκέβασεν Kyzikos, 
C. I. 6. 3693. Cf. the same form C. I. G, 2015 (Gallipoli), and 


1 On Πολυπημονίδαο w 305, see Wilamowitz, Hom. Untersuch. 70, note, See 
§§ 169, 344. 
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such forms as Boiot. efdouov C. D. I. 491.) eddopexovta 32064, 
(Korkyra). 

248.| Loss of YT in EY. 

Before vowels v, like 1, may be expelled. Scanty evidence of this 
phenomenon is furnished by the Ionic poets, Hipponax using ev 
as a short syllable in εὔωνον 22 B (cf. ᾿Εωνυμεύς Kumanudes, 
Ἔπιγρ. "Arr. ἐπιτύμβιοι 5013), θηρεύει 22 A, according to the 
scholiast on Hephaistion (p. 156, Gaisf.?=p. 106, Westph.), who 
says that Hipponax often treated a: and οἱ as short. Herodas 
4. has ἱκετέύω. The shortening of ev is very rare; cf. Pind. P. 
VIII 35 ἰχνεύων. 

Inscriptions offer us but doubtful evidence :— 

᾿Εαλκίδης Styra, 19,3, may be due to carelessness, as Blass 
suggests; at least we have Εὐαλκείδης Thasos, 77 B το, and 
Εὐαλκίδεω Th. (L.) 3 A το. 

mpuravé(o)vtos Priene, 14410: Ross’ conjecture for -ewvros of the 
transcribers. Johansson, 7). V. C., p. 61, retains -εωντος, which 
he explains as=-ynovros, comparing Lesbian ἀδικήω. This is, 
however,, entirely unwarranted and has in fact been partially 
withdrawn by the same scholar, B. B. XV 171. 

[βασιλἼέοντος C. I. G. 2107 6, Pantikapaion, is not free from 
suspicion, since Ionic verbs in -evw retain the vt: e.g. βασιλεύον- 
τος Pantik. 118, Mylasa, 248 ABC; ἐξαιθραπεύοντος 248 A 2; 
θεραπεύεσθαι Oropos, 18,,; [κιξαΪλλεύοι Teos, 156 B το; μνημο- 
vevovtos Halik. 238,,. There is no confusion here between -evw 
and -ew verbs such as is discussed by Bredow, p. 81. 


249.| EY for AY. 

πέτευρον Oropos, 18,,, deserves notice as it has been called 
the Ionic form, found also Theokr. XIII 13. πέταυρον, expelled 
from Nikander on the authority of 7, occurs now only in the 
Septuagint. πέτευρον < net + nupov= eT + ἄυρον, πέταυρον < πετ 
+ dupov. 

εὔληρον --- Dorie αὔληρον, <a-Fry-, cf. Hesych. ἀβληρά. Cf. 
Bekk. An. I 464,, Bachm. An. I 164,). 

250.| Genuine OY. 

The diphthongal ov is generally represented upon inscriptions 
by OY or in a few cases by QY (ΩΥ -- οὐ, and QTAE=oidé, 
Thasos, 68). (OT ms ΠΟΥ ΤΟ Halik. σὴ. τ LOL DOD, 
Amphipolis, 10,). ΤΟΤΟ -ετοῦτο 175= Roberts, I 150 (Chios), 
and Thasos, J. H. 8. VIII 402, 14, as occasionally in pre-Euklei- 
deian Attic documents*, APOAHI Teos, 156 B 17-- ἀρούρηι (Ὁ) 


* κατεσκέασε Magnesia (Move. καὶ βιβλ. τῆς εὐαγγ. σχολ. Σμυρν. 1878, p. 46), 


is late. Cf. similar examples from Kyme (C. D. I. 311,0), Korkyra (C. 1. G. 
1838 Β 6), Tenos (C. I. G. 23443); κατασκεώσηται Delphi (W-F), 263. 
? Cf. K. Z. XXIX 140, 
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is a vexatious spelling, compared with Kyprian α΄ 70" 1" 76 " 
where the diphthong is genuine, and due to the ground-form 
dpo-vp-a. The suffix -vp- is the weak form of -Fap-. On a 
Thessalian inscription, C. D. I. 371, we find apOp[as], and in 
one MS. of Acharnians, 762, dpwpaior (Rav. ad where the 
ov would seem to be adulterine. Misteli (K. Ζ. XVII 178) 
suggested that *tpopFd is the ground form. Cf. Archil. 148. 

Genuine ov (2. 6. 0+) 15 retained in Ionic as in other dialects. 
It occurs in ablaut forms, such as σπουδή and probably in 
βροῦκος" ἀκρίδων εἶδος. Ἴωνες (cf. βρεῦκος᾽ ἡ μικρὰ ἀκρίς), since 
an Jonic 0 is not, despite its pronunciation, represented in 
Hesychios by ov. ov also occurs where v has been joined to o as 
in το(δ)-υ-το (particle v). On genuine ov from contraction, see 
δὲ 295, 312, 317. 

ova Hippokr. II 500 and in Theophrastos, from οὗον sorb-apple, 
contains a genuine diphthong despite a Plato, Symp. 190 D (so 
the MSS.). 6a was found in the text of Hipp. by Galen. 


251.] Spurious OY. 

The monophthongal ov is generally written O; ¢.9.:— 

épxOv Halik. 238,,,=dpxobv; τΟρμοκράτεος Prokon. 103,= 
τοῦ Ἔρμο-; βολεύοι Teos, 156 B 24 BOAH Thasos, J. H. ὁ. 
VIII 401,, and Δι]ονύσο 1. 17, an inscr. that has also OY 1. 21, 
23; τιμΟχέοντες Teos, 156 B 29; Τειχιθσης Miletos, 98. 

Sporadically OY appears :— 

TOY Amphipolis, 10,,, only case in older Ionic of this writing 
of rod. 

BapBapOYTS Teos, 156 B 26; in every other case of the accus. 

ΤΟΣ. 

ι Spurious ov by contraction of o +0, see § 266. 


252.| Spurious OY before nasals’. 

μοῦνος < *uovfo-s, Hom., Hdt., Herakl. 65, Demokr. 70, 107, 
Archil. epod. 89,, Sim. Amorg. 7,4, 145» Anakr. 84,, Kall. 14, 
Solon, troch. tetr. 33, (ὃ 52); μουνόκερα Archil. 181; μούναρχος 
Theog. 52, Sim. Keos, 87, but 88 μόνος, as Solon, 245, 9,. In 
Herodas we find μοῦνος 259, 34, 61.» 18: μόνος only once (6). 
Aischylos and Euripides have the Ionic form occasionally in 
dialogue parts (ὃ 77). μοῦνος survives in late inscriptional poetry ; 
e.g. Papers of the American School, 111 341, (Pisidia). Lukian, 
Abydenos, Aretaios, and other later Ionic writers have ov. Arrian 
varies between μοῦνος and μόνος, but the prevalence of the former 
in Aretaios and Hippokrates is so striking that there can be no 
question but that μοῦνος was accepted by all the pseudo-Ionists, 


1 Joh. Gr. 241, Greg. Kor. p. 390, 453, Et. M. 607,5, An. Ox. I 296,;, An. 
Bachm. II 64, (Max. Plan.), Tzetz. Ex. Il. 61,; and on Hsd. W. 1. 12. 
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except the author of the Vzta Homer. Attic Movy- in Μουνυχία, 
Μουνιχιών, see § 75. 

γούνατα « yovF-, Hdt., Theog. 978, Tyrt. 10,,; Archil. tetr. 75 
γουνουμένῳ;  Lukian, d. d. 8, 22 γούνων; Arrian, 36 γόνατα. 
Hippokr. and Aretaios have the ov form, which is found in Hom., 
Hrd. 5,15) 710» οἵ. Greg. Kor. 489, χλούνης, of the wild boar, 111. 
ΙΧ 539, and in Hipponax, 61, where it is generally translated 
‘robber,’ is from χλοσν-, ef. Skt. ghrsti, ‘ boar, 

The etymology of οὖν is uncertain. It is found Hipponax, 61, though there 
probably an Atticism, Sim. Amorg. 7,; has the genuine Ionic form. Wacker- 
nagel (K, Ζ. XXIX 127) suggests that ὧν was extracted from μῶν. μῶν is not 
found in Ionic, save Hipponax, 52. See § 206, 


The principle that the exigencies of the Homeric verse cannot 
force any Greek form! upon the ordinary dialect life of the 
people is fatal to a genuine Ionic οὔνομα ", despite the fact that 
Lukian, &c., read it in their copies of Hdt., and that it is supposed 
to have been used by Pherekydes of Syros. Steph. Byz. attributes 
it to Hekat. (frag. 180), while Herodian reports ὄνομα (frag. 328). 
In Herakl. 60, 65, 66 ὄνομα is the best MS, reading, yet Bywater 
writes οὔνομα in all three passages, despite ὀνομάζεται 36. In 65, 
Clemens has ὄνομα almost side by side with μοῦνον, while οὔνομα is 
found in Eusebios cod. D. Hellanikos, frag. 150, has ὄνομα. Stein 
writes οὔνομα in Hdt. although the MSS. are in a constant flux, 
and ὀνομαίνω, ὀνομάζω. ὄνομα is the genuine Ionic prose form, 
found Oropos, 18,,, and so also in Ὀνομάστου Kyme (Roberts, 
1 174). ὄνομα is found in poetry, Theog. 246, Tyrt. 12,3 dvopa- 
στός Theog. 23, Ovopdkpite 503, cf. Hdt. VI 127, VII 6. οὔνομα 
receives poor support from Sim. Amorg. 7.,, κοὐνομάκλυτον, a 
form alien to the genius of the folk-dialect (misread from KON ?). 
In Hippokrates, II 190, VI 392, VIII 186 (6), Lukian, d. ὦ. S., 
de Astr. (Vit. Auct. 5, ov- poorly supported), Arrian, Aretaios, 
οὔνομα prevails over ὄνομα; in the Vita Homeri, ὄνομα over οὔνομα. 
ὀνομάζω is the accepted form in later Ionic prose, while ὀνομαστί 
varies with οὐνομαστί. The Homeric form and the possibility of 
misunderstanding τοὔνομα brought into the texts of the Ionic 
prose writers all the instances of οὔνομα. 


253.| Spurious OY before p’. 


εἵνεκα Was not completely enfranchized until the imperial period. 
Joh. Gr. 240 B, Birnbaum 677,,, Meerm. 652, Aug. 667. 

ἢ 7d οὖρος interlinear schol. Ven. A on A 157, Joh. G. 240 B, Greg. K. 390, 
Meerm. 652, Aug. 667, Bachm. An, II 64;, (Max. Plan.), οὖρος, boundary, 
Birnb. 67755, Eust. 2323, 4887, 177426, 187Iss-u, Cf. 128245 (14915, 194g) I12159 
οὖρος is called Aiolic or Ionic through the grammarians muddling it with the 
ev of εὔκηλος, see An. Ox. IIT 3982), οὐροπύγιον Hust. 18714, ; κοῦρος, κούρη Et. 
M. όογες; Hust. 2327, 4885, 153550, G. K. 387, An. Ox. I 242:)) I 206,5, Bekk. An. 
III 1096, Bachm. An, 11 64,; (Max, Plan.), Tzetz. Ex. Il. 124, schol. Ven. A 
on A 275 (interlin, schol.), 


1 
2 
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τ. -opF-. 

οὖρος ', mountain, Simonides of Amorgos 141; Theognis 881 
οὔρεος, &e.; Hekat. 172, 173 οὔρεα, οὔρεσιν. In Hat. and 
Homer we find both οὖρος and ὄρος. The latter is the sole 
reading of the MSS. in about nineteen passages in Hdt. In 
other places where the word occurs, ABR have ὄρος, CPd οὖρος ; 
whence Stein concludes, in opposition to Dindorf and Bredow, 
that ὄρος is the genuine reading in Herodotos. Of the pseudo- 
Tonists, Lukian has οὖρος, ὦ. d. 8. 8, 28; Arrian has οὖρος but 
once (ὃ 11), ὄρος fourteen times. Hippokr. II 58, 70, 72, &c., and 
Aretaios have the o form, as the Vita Homeri ; ὄρος in Hekat. 44, 
227, 344, Tyrt. 5,, Archil. tetr. 749» epod. 115 (hexameter peritto- 
syll.), Anakr. 2,, Theog. 1292. The Hipponaktian (35,) ὀρείας 
is suspicious, and was attacked by Renner (p. 179), whose πέτρας 
γέραιος has not met with favour. The form ὄρειοι is certain, 
Arrian, 17. ὈροβιήΪτης] or ᾽Οροβιε[ύς] Chalkis, Roberts, I 172, 
an inscription not adopted by Bechtel. Οὐράλιος is an uncertain 
conjecture of Roehl, No. 394= Bechtel, No. 42. From Homer 
we obtain no information as to the character of the ov, since all 
the forms in ov are found under the ictus (23 times). 

οὖρος, boundary, Hom., Chios, 174 A 6, 8, το, οὐροφύλακες 174 
A 15, 19 with O; ὅμουρος Halik. 240,,; οὖρος, not ὅρος, Samos, 
216; and if I. G. A. 406 is Ionic, then HOPOS must be read 
Hodpos. In Herodotos οὖρος, ὁμουρέειν, οὐρίζειν (a form found 
only? in MSS. of Hdt.), &c., Herakl. 30, Demokr. Mor. 8, 9, 
οὖρος. The MSS. of Hippokrates have ὅρος very frequently. In 
Arrian 2 ὄρος, 40 οὖρος, Euseb. Mynd. 13 οὖρος. Solon, trim. 
36,, has the Attic form. Upon a term-stone from Thera, otpop 
Cauer, 147, οὖροι Dittenb. Sy//. 377, Kretan οὔρεια Caner, 121 B 
9; οὐρεύωντι C 41. 

dovp- is not found in MSS. of Hdt. except I 79, where Stein 
reads δόρατα, cf. VII 89, 224, IX 62, δόρασι VII 41. δούρατα 
is here correct. Tyrt. 1190» 5:9 Archil. eleg. 3,, Anakr. 21, have 
the ov form, which alone is genuine Ionic (Greg. Kor. 489). Cf. 
Aovpins Adesp. 21 (Western Ionic) of the sixth century. δορί 
Archil. eleg. 2,, 4, recalls epic δόρυ, though Hom. has δουρί, ete. 

κοῦρος, κούρη, Hom. κούρη is also found on Knidian documents, 
C. D. I. 3538-41, 3543-44. On κούρη in Attic, see § 75 (2). 
φούρη Naxos, 23 (but Κόρηι Paros, 65 (late); Κόρης Eryth. 


1 Οὔρειος, οὐρεσιβώτης in the tragedians make for an Tonic οὐρ-. Solmsen, 
K. Z. XXIX 358, goes so far as to hold that in épos (Dor.) and ὄρος, w and o 
are ablaut vowels, and that by qualitative assimilation of open pan-Hellenic 
w and closed o, a closed w (=ov) resulted in οὖροι. The etymology of the 
word is uncertain, and is here only tentatively regarded as based upon opf 3; 
ef. Johansson K. Z. XXX 419. 

2 The Hesychian gloss otploa’ ὁρίσαι. παρασκευάσαι has been referred by 
some to οὐρίζειν from οὖρος ‘favourable wind’ in tragedy. 


Q 
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206 B 22, almost an Attic inscription); Διοσκουρίδης Halik. 
2405); Διοσκούροισι Naukr. 665, cf. 675-682, 833-836 ; ΔΊιο- 
σκούροΓ ι]σι 257 (une. loc.) ; but Διοσκόρων Eryth. 206 A 7 (Attic) : 
Διοσκουρίδευς Thasos (1.), 11 Ο 113; Διοσκουρίδου Pantikap., 
Lat. II 239, Thasos (L.), 20 Β 3. In the poets we find κουρ-, 
Tyrt. τος, 155», 16 (Doric!); Anakr. 69, 76; Hrd. 159, 300» 4es2 
41,2 Bergk. PB. L. G. ΠῚ 710; Διόσκουρος Hipponax, 120, and 
so in Hdt., who has also κουρίδιος. Aret. 18 has κούρῃσι.. 

κόρος, Attic, Hdt. only IV 33, 34. Archil. 120, in the 
iobacchies, uses κόρης. 

In Attic we find Διόσκουροι (Thuk. III 75, IV 110), see § 77, 
78; in Seleukeia, Διοσκουρίδου Imh.-Bl. G. 17. 573. For 
κωρίδες Sim. Am. 15 we expect the ov form, which Athen. IIL 
1c6 D strangely enough declares to have been used by Sophron 
and Epicharmos. The ὦ form is attested in Epich. 67 (Lorenz, p. 
244). Epicharmos may have used Ionic words (Phot. 183,), but 
not Ionic vocalism. On ᾿Επίκουρος Styra, 19,,, Samos, 221, ef. 
Schulze, Quaest. Hom. 17, Solmsen, K. Z. XXX 600. 

2. -ops. οὖρον Hadt., otpa Hipp. 11 682, and often. 

οὐρή tail, illustrates Wackernagel’s theory (K. Z. XXIX 127) 
that the Greek accent was partly exspiratory in character, ὄρσος 
becoming éppos, ὀρσή becoming’ οὐρή. 

254.| Spurious OY before λ΄. 

I, oAF. 

οὐλαί Hdt., τρίχουλος Archil. 196 = οὐλότριχες, Hom., Hat. 
(Syrak. ὀλβαχόϊον), « FoAF. The accent is troublesome on account 
of the probability of AF, when preceding the accent, becoming AA. 
Hdn. II 110,, cites οὔλας from y 441. Schmidt, Neutra, p. 48 note, 
thinks the old-time explanation of οὐλαί as ὅλαι κριθαί may ex- 
plain the accent in Hdn. 

Hom., Xenoph. ἀποφθεγ. 2, oddAos”, entire, < éAFo- 15, it is claimed, 
not represented by the same form in later Ionic. If there is no 
form except ὅλος, the parallelism between Hom. Ionic ov by com- 
pensatory lengthening = Doric »= Attic o would not be complete. 
In Herakl. (59) some MSS. have οὖλα, which Bywater reads. 
We look in vain to Herodotos, who does not use the word in any 
form. Herodas has ὅλος only. Theognis 73 is the first occur- 
rence of ὅλως and here the initial o is not specifically Ionic. 
Hippokrates certainly has ὅλος, e.g. 11 612. Greg. Kor. 80 says 
that οὐλεῖν was used instead of ὑγιαίνειν ; οἵ, Hesych. 5. v. οὖλε 
(ω 402). 

If κολεόν in Hekat. (Hdn. I 61,,) is Ionic (as it is Attic), κουλεόν 
Γ 272 is not from xoAFeFov, but due to metrical lengthening. 

1 Μούλιος from μολεῖν (!) Hust. 80437, 8823, 185249 ; οὐλένη (!) Hust. 46,5, ὠλ- 


being called Doric. 
? Joh. Gr, 241 B, Vat. 694. 


254. | THE DIPHTHONG OY. 227 


Proper names in ΠΟουλυ- have come to light in Megarian, 
Thessalian, and Attic as well as in Ionic. Hdt. has πολλός 1, a 
form that is found in Arch. 81, ΤΟΙ epod., 103 epod., Herodas, 
Anakr. 11, 433, 93, in a metrical inscription from Abdera, 162, 
in Demokr. ὁ... 185, &e. πουλύς in Theog. 509 need not be 
Megarian, but is to be classed with such Ionisms as πουλύποδος 
€ 432, Hymn Apoll. 77. 

Πουλυδάμας Smyrna, 153,, Eretria, 16 B 5, -ydpov Eretria, 
B.C. H. 11 277, Πουλύωνο[ς] Chios, 187, Πουλυάναξ Thasos 
(L.), 8 B 1, Πούλυος Thasos, 78 Biz. There are no names in 
Πουλυ- in Hdt. 

Cf. also in other dialects :— 

ΠΟουλυτίων in the Hermokopidai process (Thuk.), Megara, 
Πουλίας C. D. 1. 3025.9, Πουλυχάρης C. D. 1. 3029.8, Πουλυδόμας 
C. D. 1. 30214,, HovaAv- 302.549. 

There are no names in IToAAo-, but those in Πολυ- are abundant. 
Πολυάρκης Styra, [9.275 and perhaps 19455, Πο]λυαρ| κίδης Naukr. 
I 195, Πολύδωρος Styra, 1958, ΠΙ ο]λυξειν[(1δὴς Styra, 19497, 
Πολλυξίδης 19964, framed from Πολύξενος, Πολύθρους Thasos, 75 
B τι, Teos, 158,,, Πολυάρητος Abdera, 163,,, Maroneia, 196,;, 
Thasos, 723, Πολύνικος Maroneia, Head, H. N. 216, ἸΠολυδάμας 
Thasos, 763, Πολυαίνετος Thasos, 81 B11, Thas. (L.), 3A. 7,6 AQ, 
15 C 10, Πολύοκτος Eretria τό B 37, 49; also Thessal. 345,,, 
Πολύχαρμος Smyrna, 153,,, Πόλυος Smyrna, 153.,, Πολυπείθης 
Erythrai, 206 A 28, Πολύϊδος Halik. 240,,, Πολύφαντος Thasos 
(L.), 6 D 9, Πολυάλθης Thasos (L.), 10 A 11, Πολύτιμος Thasos 
(L.), 21;, Πολυ- Thasos (L.), 16 A 17, B 3, Πόλυ[ Bos Volci, 
Roberts, I 188 H. 

Bechtel holds that the names in Πουλυ-, in whatever dialect 
found, are due to the influence of the epos. This, even if true, 
would not render nugatory our contention that the Homeric 
verse cannot impose its forms upon the dialects. Proper names 
have their own peculiar history. But that πουλυ- is a genuine 
prose form’, from contamination of πολυ- and πουλ- (πουλ- 
originating in the oblique cases, ¢.g. moAv-ds) 1s evident from 
the Attic πουλύπους, πουλυπόδειρον, ΠΠουλυτίων in comedy. 

In Hdt. πουλύς is not supported by MS. testimony of such a 
character as to demand its insertion. It is but sparingly attested 
in the late Ionists. Lukian and Arrian follow Hdt., while the 
medical writers use now zovAv-, now πολυ--. πουλύ occurs in the 
letters of Hippokrates (XVII τό in 6); elsewhere πολύς and 
πολύ should probably be read (Lindemann, p. 12 ff.). Cf. § 479. 

It is no contradiction of the laws of phonetic development 
that πουλ- and πολυ- (e.g. πολυκρότῃ Anakr. 90.) should be co- 

1 Greg. Kor. 12 quoting Homer only. 
2 Tonic according to An. Bachm. 11 64,; (Max. Plan.). 


Q 2 
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existent at one and the same time in a single dialect. As in 
Tonic, so too in Megarian (Baunack, Stud. I 229) both forms are 
permissible. A πωλ- is, however, foreign to Ionic, despite πώλυ- 
mov in Sim. Amorg. 29. Perhaps Sim. of Keos is the Simonides 
referred to by Athenaios, VII 318 F. In Hippokr. VI 214 the 
oldest MS. (0) has πώλυπος, and so in VII 50, 52 (with variations 
in -o- and -ov-) of the excrescence in the nose. In VII 222 
πολύποδας (0), VI 550 πουλύποδες (0), VII 276 (the animal). 

2. -ολν. 

ovAn, scar, Lat. volnus. 

ovAos, crisp, < Fodvo- ? 

βούλομαι, probably from Bodvo-, from βωλν- ὃ Forms with O 
are: βόληται Oropos 18,,; Κριτοβόλης Kyme, 2; Θευβούλου 
and Βουλοθέμιος Naxos, 28 with OY (late). 


The ov of Οὔλυμπος appears to be due to the metre alone in Homer and 
Theog. 1136. In Herodotos ’OA- is to be written, a form attested by Xenoph. 
2,, Theog. 1347, Solon, tr. 36,, Sim. Amorg. 7,,, Arch. tetr. 74., Hipponax, 
tr. 30 A, Anakr. 24; ᾿᾽Ολυμπίω (dat.) Miletos, τοι (late), and ’OAvumiddwpos, 
Smyrna, 153.7 (before 350 B.C.). 

Likewise due to the ictus is the ov of οὐλόμενος Hom., Tyrt. 7,, Theog. 156, 
1062. Cf. Aneed. Bachm. 11 645; (Max. Plan.), Tzetz. Ex. Il. 61. 


255.| Other cases of OT. 

Editors of Hdt. rightly reject οὐδῶν, ways, I 123, which is 
found in ἢ. Samos, 22025, 56» has 6308 (346/5 B.C.). οὐδόν, 
threshold, I go, is from ὀδβός and is the form proper to Ionic 
prose and poetry, cf. Od. p 196, Hrd. 1,,, 3.3. 

νοῦσος * Herakl, 104, Hdt., Mimn. 6, Solon, 24,,, Theoge. 274, 
Hrd. 43, 3,, Pindar, &c., is not from *voyxyos=*vovacos, as 
Curtius held in his Studien, X 328. I formerly derived the word 
from ovoF ros, = Old Norse snausr, s/ripped, poor, bereft, sney diligr, 
destitute (Germ. schnéde), but now am inclined, in view of the co- 
existence of voréw and γοῦσος, to set up with Aufrecht, K. Ζ I 
120, as a ground-form *vocfo-, which would yield νοῦσος or νοσέω 
in accordance with the accentual principle mentioned, § 164, 
whereby νοῦσος * would depend upon *vdcFos, νοσέω upon ἕνοσβός. 
vovo[ov| must be read in Teos 156 B 1, where Rob. 142 B 1 has 
νόσου]. That ov is not due to metrical necessity is clear from 
Mimn. 6. Lukian (π. ὃ. ἱ. σ. § 16) says that νοῦσος was a part 


1 Οὔλυμπος Vat. 694, Anecd. Bachm. ΤΙ 643; (Max. Plan.), Tzetz. Ex. 11. 613, 
called poetic merely Choir. 516,). 

* yovoos is found twenty-one times without variation in the MSS. of Hdt.; 
νόσος comes to light about ten times. νοῦσος is called Ionic by J. G. 240 B, 
Greg. Kor. p. 390, Gram. Meerm. 652, Et. M. 607.,, An. Ox. I 296,,, Apoll. Adv. 
P- 1499, Schn., Anecd. Bachm. IT 64,, (Max. Plan.) ; poetic Bekk. An. II 694, 
and Choir. 5165. 

* Schulze (Quaest. Hom. p. 35) thinks the proper Homeric form is νόσσος, for 
which νοῦσος is an error of transcription. 
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of the medical language of his day. A list of the occurrences of 
νοῦσος upon late epigrams will be found in Wagner, Quaes¢. de 
epigram, 27, to which add Lat. 11 167, II p. 303, B.C. H. VIII 
502, No. XI, from Phrygia, Papers of Am. School at Athens, III 
341,. Lukian adopts the form seven times in the Syria dea, 
Arrian has it chap. 15, Herakleitos, epist. V, Pherekyd. and 
Hippokr. epist.; and so too Aretaios. Hdt. always uses νοσέω, 
if MS. authority means anything, sometimes in conjunction 
with τοῦσος (III 33, 149). Hippokrates, Lukian, and Aretaios 
agree in adopting νοσέω, ef. Lindemann, 6. The MSS. of these 
authors (cf. also Demokr. 67) fluctuate constantly between νόσημα 
and νούσημα, to the former of which preference is generally 
given. Sim. Amorg. 1,, has νόσοι, which was changed by Ahrens 
and Renner (see especially the latter in Curtius’ Stud. I 178). 
In Hymn XV τ we find νόσων. The author of the Vita Homert 
used the o form only. 

Συρακούσιος appears to exist in Ionic side by side with Συρακό- 
ows. That the latter is not a fictitious form is evident from its 
oceurrence in Latyschev, II 300 (fourth century, from Panti- 
kapaion), in C. D. I. 1200, incorrectly supposed to be Arkadian, 
and in inscriptions from Agrigentum, Cauer?, 199), 43, 6. -κουσα 
is from -κοντια, -κοσα from -κοτια, instead of -κατια, by influence 
of the former termination. 

μοῦσα (An. Ox. I 2785) from μοντια ; on ods, see §§ 266, 292, 
545. ὡς is Doric, ara Tarantine; Sim. K. 37,, has ovas. οὖς is 
from dos, ὧς from ὀξατ-. 


256.| Interrelation of OY and AY. 

éovrév Panionion, 144 (=C. I. G. 2909), an inscription but 
indifferently written. 

ἐντοῦθα Oropos, 18,,, whereas Sim. Amorg. 23 has ἐνταῦθα, 
Hat. ἐνθαῦτα. This and the preceding example present no slight 
difficulties, since in no Greek dialect is there a well-attested in- 
stance of an interchange of av and ov. These forms if genuine 
at all may be rescued on the view that they show the influence 
of other pronominal forms (otros, ἐν τούτῳ). 

In the Attic Οὐλιᾶται C. 1. A. I 231, =AtAara, C. 1. A. I 
226,5, this recourse to the influence of analogy being out of the 
question, we find that we must accept a change of a to o under the 
influence of a following v. This change is unique, recalling only 
indirectly ὦ for av. See § 244. 


257.| HY. ‘ 
In the dialect life of Greece wherever nv appears before a con- 
sonant it is not an original diphthong?. So in Ionic γρηῦς, νηῦς 


1 In a pre-dialectal period zu, du, du, having become éu, &c., before con- 
sonants, their history is the same as that of L.E., éu, &c. 


- 
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with ἡ from the oblique cases (vnF-ds ypnF-és); so too in πρηύς, 
whence Πρηύλος, a Thasiote name (and Πρεάνθης Keos, 50, IV 
65), from root pra. nv in the augment (6. 9. ηὐξήσατε Solon, 119) 
is not proethnic éw or du. In Attica nv as augment of ev- verbs 
held its ground until the second half of the fourth century. 
Hipponax, 63,, has κατηυλίσθην, but Hdt. often avoids yv-. 


258.] OY. 

Like jv, wv is not an original diphthong in the dialects. wv 
originates in Ionic chiefly by crasis, as in τὠυτό (Τὺ 396 wirds)?, 
ἐμεωυτοῦ, σεωυτοῦ, ἑωυτοῦ < ἕο - αὐτοῦ. All the Ionic forms in the 
other cases are based on the genitive. Attic ἐμαυτοῦ, σαυτοῦ, are 
from analogy to éu(e) + αὐτόν, σ(ε) + αὐτόν. Whether κοὐ in kOYx, 
on a papyrus, cited Blass, Aussprache®, 43, is for kod, as in Sappho’s 
κωὺκ 15,» κωὐδέν, Epicharmos, 19,, may well be doubted. The 
same Ionic papyrus has KEN, 7.e. «+ ἐν, and Sappho’s datre by 
the side of δηῦτε shows the possibility of elision, 7. 6. «(at)+ ov. 
Nor would I agree to Blass’ explanation of éovrév Priene, 144 
=C. I. G. 2909 (Mykale), from ἑωυτῶν. A form ἑωυτῶν is 
utterly unknown on Ionic inscriptions. The a of ἑαυτῶν became 
ὁ either through assimilation to the following v, as e became o in 
Kretan ψουδία, or ἑουτῶν is due to the influence of οὗτος, &e. See 

256. 

To a limited extent outside of crasis, wv appears in Ionic. The 
cases are however all suspicious. Herodoteian MSS. have θωῦμα, 
θωυμάζω, τρωῦμα TV 180, in one MS.; Dem. Mor. 20, θαυμαζο- 
μένων, 20,4 θαυμάζων ; Luk. Astr. 3, Syr. 7, ὃ, 10, 30, has θωῦμα, 
θωυμάζω 13, 32, 36, θωυμαστή V. A. 6, and the Vita Homer, 
θωυ-. Arrian, nd. 15 θαῦμα, but θῶμα 40, as Huseb. ὃ 3. The 
epistles of Hippokr. as the genuine works (cf. Galen, X VIII 
A 443) have generally the Attic form. τρωῦμα is found in the 
majority of the MSS. Syr. 20, while Arrian, Jud. 19 has τρῶμα ὅ, 
Greg. Korinth. p. 420, m quoting ὠυτός as Ionic for αὐτός, seems 
to regard wv and av as interchangeable. Aretaios abounds in 
forms which indicate that the grammarians were ignorant of the 
true interrelation of wv and av. See δὲ 205, 244. 


Lindemann (de dial. Ion. rec. p. 30) suggests that the wv of θωῦμα is due to 
the influence of ἑωυτοῦ Kc. Perhaps θωῦμα may be explained as the ablaut 
form of 67F-os (Hesych. θῆβος᾽ θαῦμα), cf. CaF éouar=Ionic θηέομαι, § 685 ; and 


1 This thorn in the flesh of Aristarchos with his views as to the power of 
6 in Homer, forced the Alexandrian to the assertion that ὥριστος was an 
Homeric form for ἄριστος. 

2 Struve (Quaest. de dial. Herod. specimen III, 1830) first treated the occurrences 
of @wiua. He compared the wu of the Ionic pronoun (Attic av) with the wv 
of θωῦμα (Oadua). See ὃ 565. Cf. Birnb. 678,53, θωυμάσιον Hust. 4829. 


τρῶμα Hust. 8935, ef. 10252, 001,07 165352. onic tpdev=Attic βλάπτειν, 
§ 25, note. 
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was thus the incentive to the formation of a τρωῦμα. This suggestion must, 
however, fall to the ground in ease an original wv became ὦ and had av as its 
ablaut. 

Outside of Ionic the diphthong wy is due solely to crasis, and in Ionic we 
must abandon θωῦμα and τρωῦμα. 


259.| Vowel Contact. 
I. Contact of like vowels. 
II. Contact of unlike vowels. 
111. Contact of vowels and diphthongs, diphthongs and diph- 
thongs. 

Under these heads will be treated actual contraction, poetical 
synizesis, diaeresis, and crasis. 

Both medial combination of vowels and diphthongs and 
sentence phonetics are thus included. 

Under the head of a short or long vowel+7, w, are included 
nt, wt. Examples of the crasis of . and v diphthongs are placed 
under the head of a, ε, o+the vowel in question (e.g. οἱ + ε under 
O+E). In citing inscriptions I have generally selected only 
those of considerable antiquity. Fuller information as to such 
contractions as occur in the inflection of nouns and verbs is to be 
found under the head of Declension and Conjugation. 


260.| It is almost a canon of current belief that the Ionic 
dialect, in its impatience of all contraction 1, occupies a position 
entirely unique. New Ionic has been regarded as more pronounced 
in its hostility to the closed forms than even Homer himself. 
The MSS. of Herodotos and of the other early Ionists have been 
made the corner-stone of this belief from the time of the edztio 
princeps of Herodotos to the present day, and in justification 
thereof the pseudo-lonists have been called upon to give their 
testimony. In the history of no dialect is there a parallel to the 
retention, for such a period as that from the time of Homer 
to that of Herodotos, of vowels brought into contact by the 
disappearance of the spirants yod, sigma, and vau. 

The Homeric language is, on the one hand, not an appellate 
court to determine the genuine reading of the text of the 
Halikarnassian historian. Where Homer discloses strata of 
various periods, the stratum of latest date is apt to recur in 
the fifth century. On the other hand the evidence of Lukian 
and Arrian, and the other pseudo-Ionists, is conclusive only 
for the text of Herodotos current in their day. 

In but few cases do the Ionic lyric poets and the inscriptions 
desert us in the endeavour to discover the principles regulating 
vowel contraction. These trustworthy witnesses tell us that 
with but few, and these clearly marked, exceptions, vowels of 


1 Ἴωνες διαρετικώτατοι Apoll, Pron. 121 A, 
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like nature are fused (δοκεῖ, δοκεῖν, ἐποίει, βασιλεῖς 1), while 
dissimilar vowels are either contracted or kept open. Cases 
of synizesis in the lyric poets, such as πορφυρέη, ποιέει, are 
manifestly nothing more than accommodations to the theory 
that the Ionians preferred open vowels. The test to which we 
put the prose monuments by no means disproves the statement 
that the Ionic dialect dislikes contraction. In a majority of cases 
inscriptions and poets agree with Herodotos. When disagreement 
occurs (chiefly in reference to combinations whose first member is 
εν, the text of Herodotos refuses to adopt the forms preserved in the 
iambic poets and current in his time, and either accepts or extends 
the system of Homer—a system that in the main was obsolete 
in the fifth century. In many cases dissimilar vowels are either 
kept apart in the Ionic orthography even when they may be 
contracted, or contraction has actually ensued. Orthography is 
here as elsewhere no exact test of pronunciation, and scope must 
be left for minor dialectal variations. When the first vowel is 
not original contraction may not have resulted in certain cases. 

The artificiality of the Herodoteian system is patent if we 
reproduce the results of Merzdorf’s careful investigations in the 
eighth volume of Curtius’ Studien. 


Subject to no change: Subject to change: 
aet ece becomes εε 
aee Lee δ ιει 
οιεε vEE a VEL 

Nee 2) net 
OEE ΕΗ οει 
οἰεξει O€EL gy oet 
veeL ig, ιει 
Lea, e€a εα 
vea €€al yy εαι 
(ιεεαι ,, ty) 
eco ,, €0 
Lew ἕω ,; €w 
vEew 
0Ew 
OLEN , oln 
OLEOL 4, οιοι. 


It is impossible to conceive of a system more perverse. We 
ask in vain, if oeet, veer, oven, oveor grated upon Ionic ears, how 
could ovee. be regarded as vocalic harmony ? 

Diaeresis is relatively more frequent in the Ionic lyrists than 


* To preserve inflectional endings, like vowels may not coalesce, 9. 9. ἥρωος. 
ΠΣ only case of open ey in inscriptions is that of names in -κλέης in Western 
onic, 
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in Attic poetry. Whether the MSS. of Hdt. represent in regard 
to diaeresis the usage of the language of his time is impossible to 
discover. ΘΡΗΙΚΗ is either Θρηίκη or Θρήκη. Open -εἴ in the 
dative cannot be supported. As regards crasis, no rule can be 
formulated. Even when the scriptio plena occurs in the in- 
scriptions, we dare draw no conclusions as to ordinary Ionic 
pronunciation. As might be expected, the forms of the article 
present the majority of instances in the inscriptions. On Apocope, 
see § 322; on Hlision, ὃ 323. 

The ancients adduce as proof of the love of the Ionic dialect for διάλυσις 
such examples as the following :---ἄκρη πόλις, Πέλοπος νῆσος, ἄγριον ἔλαιον, 
ἄγριον αἶγα, συὸς ἀγρίου, ζῷα γράφειν, ἐῦ- in ἐὑτρέφω, ἐϊπλήσασα (cf. An. Par. 111 
310), tia for Hew, Οἰδιπόδαο from Οἰδιπόδου (Tzetzes on Hsd. W. D. 162). 
Tmesis is Ionic, Joh. Gr. 241, Tzetz. Ex. Il. 8225, hyperbaton is Ionic, ibid. 1241. 


I. Contact of Like Vowels. 


261.| A+A. 

τ. GFa=4 in arn (except Archil. 73, where ἀάτη is possible) ; 
ἀάτη is generally permissible in Homer and occurs in Kallim. ; 
dmnpés Theog. 433, 634, arn Solon 455, 1313) 68» 15» Open in 
ἀγλαά Hom., Anakr. 94, (eleg.). 

2. dod=a; κρέα Sim, Amorg. 24, and Hdt. (Schmidt, Neutra, 
Ῥ. 321 ff.); otherwise -as stems have -ea in Hdt. καράδοκέω in 
Hdt. with capa from *xapaca. 

3. In the verbal forms ἱστᾶσι, ἑστᾶσι. 

4. Hdt. τᾶλλα, τἀγάλματα, &e. (Bredow, 201). τἄλλα we find 
in an almost Attic inscription, Teos, 158,,; τὰ ἄλλα Eryth. 
204.3; and τὰ ἀγάλματα Miletos, 93. 

5. Crasis of Al+a=Ionic ἃ; κἀνεπίφραστοι Sim. Am. 1.1: 
κἀποθυμίη Sim. Amorg. 735; κἀσκερίσκα Hippon. 18; κἀναρίθ- 
pos Arch. tetr. 63; κἀλαλητῷ Anakr. 63,; κἀγαθός Sol. tr. 
36,,, Iasos, 105,, as in Hdt. I 30, κἀγαθοῖσιν Sim. Am. 110: 
κἄτιμος Chios, 174 A 14; κἀπόλλωνι Thas. 68, κὠπόλλων 
Hipp. tr. 31, κἀπέλουσεν 33, κἄλειφα 58, κἀμαθουσίων 82, κἀρι- 
πρεπής Sim. Am, 7g. Crasis with καί is almost always omitted 
in inscriptions: καὶ ἀγαθοί Samos, 221;; καὶ ἄρσεν Thasos, 68 ; 
καὶ ᾿Αναξίλεως Miletos, 93. 

262.) E+E. 

1. ε[ε. [ 

(a) uncontracted ; in the MSS. of Hdt. we find ῥέεθρον, as in 
Homer (εὐρεέτης, εὐρρεέος sic), though there is no reason to doubt 
that ῥεῖθρον was the genuine Ionic form of his day. Hippokr. 
has ὀξέες, πρηέες, &e. 
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ee< nfe<éve is kept open in the MSS. of Hdt. (βασιλέες, 
νέες 1), but is closed in the inscriptions in the forms of the -nv- 
declension (see under H+E). ἠχέεντα Archil. 745; τελέεντ᾽ 
Tyrt. 4,; χαιτέεσσ᾽ Sim. Amorg. 7,12: Περίκλεες Arch. 9,, 165 
“HpdkAees 119, (hymn). πο 

(8) contracted in Κλεῖτος Th. (1,.) 20 C 9, &c., late inscriptions, 
κλειτός, in Theoge. 777, Mimn.17; Κλειτώνυμος Thas. (L.) ὃ A 9. 
κλειτός is from ὄκλεέω as alperds from αἱρέω (cf. Κλεήσιππος, and 
κλειτ- in Argolic, Arkadian and Oinoian, I. G. A. 16). Con- 
traction also results in ἀναχείσθων Anakr. 42, εἴθισθε Hrd. 7 45¢. 

2. exe contracted to εἰ; 6.7. in εἶχον, εἴων, and in like augmented 
forms. In the es declension the inscriptions have without ex- 
ception -es, the prosaists -ees; in the future of liquid verbs the 
MSS. of Hdt. do not contract ee, save when -an « precedes. 
Unfortunately there is no evidence from the stone-records to 
test this principle of the MSS. which seems to lack foundation. 
In Ionic on the expulsion of intervocalie sigma and yod, no 
metathesis quantitatis took place. 

3. ere becomes εἰ in Tonic. Examples of -ee-, such as Hat. 
I 39 φοβέεαι, III 34 ἐπαινέεαι, I 41 ἀπολαμπρυνέεαι, IV 9 
εὐφρανέεαι, IV 163 ἀποθανέεαι, and other similar monstrosities 
in the imperative act., imperfect active and middle, present 
indicative and inf. mid., occurring only in the texts of the 
prosaists, are to be found under the sections on the verb?. All 
these forms are probably figments of grammatical doctrine. In 
nouns, pronouns and adj. ee yields εἰ invariably: πόλεις, τρεῖς; 
ἡμεῖς (ἡμέες is pseudo-Ionic), (ἐ)κεῖνος (see § 224, 15). 

Whether the infinitive ending is fev, σεν; or sev, the result of the combina- 
tion of this ending with the final ε of the stem is always -ew (e.g. ἐκχεῖν 
Keos 4392, ἐπιτιθεῖν, &c.); also in θεῖναι, &e. 


4, Contraction does not ensue in the case of iteratives, but 
there is no basis for the belief that in the fifth century ee in the 
pluperfect (ἐώθεε, &c.) had not been contracted. See § 597. 


263.] E+H (see Fritsch, 7. H. D. p. 31 ff.). 
I. «Fy. 
(2) contracted in νήνι « ven, Anakr. 14, (Et. M. 448,,, Drakon 


1 Of. -ées for -fs in Attic ‘AAaées, &c. 

* Fick, B. B. XI 266, 271, writes en<7e in all these cases. This metathesis 
quantitatis is however not a necessary, only a possible, change in Ionic. Forms 
in ne are usual, see ὃ 264. ᾿Αλέεντος Mimn. 9, may be correct. Hdn. 11 
921, calls ἠχέεις, βρωμέεις instances of poetic shortening. 

* ἐκτέετο, ἐχρέετο, οἰκέεται, Πιυθέεω, in Hdt. are forms due to grammatical 
theories, and do not represent any actual dialect. The only rule deducible 
from the study of the MSS. of Hdt. as regards the imperfect active is that 
after a consonant and o1, ee was written; after vowels, εἰ. Oftentimes good 
MSS. have the contracted form, e.g. in II 1 the Romanus has ποιεῖσθαι. 
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46,3); νῆνις on an Athenian lekythos, C. I. G. 7629. vii =Attic 
νέα, Hdn. ΤΙ οἵας quoted from Σαμίων Spor, and vfs Aristoph. 
frag. Kock I 395,. Sim. K. 84,, Hippon. tr. 49, have κλῃδών, a 
form found also in Hdt. IX 91, ror, properly without the iota ; 
epic κλεηδών and κληηδών. ΒΞ 

On -κλῆς and κλέης, see § 526. Western Ionic has the open, 
Island and Asiatic Ionic, the closed forms. 

(2) uncontracted in δέηται Olynth. 8 B 4, Νεήπολις Neapolis 
4,, parallel form to Neo-; κενεή Aret. 146, κενεῆς 170. Adj. in 
-ahén generally remain open, but in Arch. 89,, Anakr. 43, the 
forms with synizesis occur. Attic κερδαλέα to differentiate the 
word from κερδαλέη, fox. ἀδελφῆι Roberts, I 158 B (Amorgos- 
Arkesine), is not in itself an obstacle to the validity of the 
Herodoteian ἀδελῴφεή, though we have ἀδελφή Mykonos, 92,, 
(Attic ?), and Halik. 240 D 34, feminine to the masc. ἀδελφός 1. 

en < nF(u)n< évid in πλέη Hdt. 1 178 (πλῆ, Diogenes of Apol- 
lonia, Hdn. z. μ. A. 7, 8). 

en<nfyn<dva remains open in θέη, θέημα Sim. Amorg. 7, 
ee θεησάμενον Hdt. I 11 (but θησάμενος Abdera, 162, 
eleg.). 

en < nFe in λεηλατέω « ληξ(ο) - ἐλατέω, K. Z. XXVII 269. 

2. €07. 

On ἔῃ, ἦ in παρεῖ Oropos, 18,, and on ἔην, ἦν, see §§ 706, 711. 

3: εἰη. 

(a) In substantives. 

In the nouns in -έης, -fs, we find that the poets use the 
contracted forms: ῥοδῆς Arch. 29,, γαλῆς Sim. Amorg. 7,0; συκῆ 
Arch. 19, Hipp. 34, Anan. 5, (-€ns). κωλῆν Xenoph. 5,, Θαλῆς 
six times in Herodas, and in Phoinix of Kolophon in Athen. 
495 E, γενῆ Hrd. 2,, 5. Ἑρμῆς Hipponax, 32, 55 B, Anakr. 
I11,, eleg. (voc. “Eppjj Hipp. 1, 16, 21 A, 89), ᾿Ἑρμῆι Abdera, 
162 (metr.), Lampsakos, 171; ᾿Απελλῆς Tasos, 104,5, 45, Imh.- 
BI. G. M. 385 Chios (and so probably Anakr. 72 B, where Bergk 
writes ἔης), Μεγίστης Ξ- Μεγιστῆς ?, Anakr. 16,, 41, 743. 

In the inscriptions, κωλῆν Miletos, 1003, Λεωνῆς Keos, 44 A 5; 
Δημῆς Thasos, 78 C 14, Thas. (L.) 13 A 10; Θαλῆς Miletos, 93 
(sixth century). Hdt. has also Θαλῆς 174. ΟΥ̓ ὃ 415, 3. With 
such authoritative testimony in favour of the contracted form, we 
cannot but conclude that Bopfs is the genuine Ionic form, 
despite the fact that the MSS. of Herodotos prefer -éys, though 
in VII 189 there are four occurrences where the MSS. with but 
one dissenting voice speak in favour of -jjs. The same con- 


1 That the contraction of ἀδελφεή took place early is evident from the form 
ἀδελφός, appearing first in Aischylos (Hom. -εἰός and -eds), which is in reality 
formed from influence of ἀδελφή « ἀδελφεή. Cf. Wackernagel, K. Z, XXV 271. 
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clusion will hold good in the case of βορῆς, ᾿Αριστῆς, Πυθῆς (not 
Πυθής as Steph. Byz. has it). Pherekydes Syr. used the form 
“ΡῬῇ according to Hdn. π. μ. λ. 7, 5Ξ-Ξ 11 911,5» ef. 1 4054. CF. 
‘Péa O 187 and Ῥέη, Hymn to Demeter, 460, Luk. Syr. D. 15. 
Μαντινῆ or Μαντίνη Hdt. IV τότ, where C has Mavrivns, Aldus 
and Stein Μαντινέης, following the Homeric Μαντινέη. 
γῆ is from yéa< *yfa from γᾶἄιᾶ as is shown under Declension, 

421. 

: Kallim. fr. 241 has γενήν; οἵ. Et. M. 225.4, and γονή. yeven 
is open in Solon, 2710» Paros, epig. 59, Hdt. (§ 435). 

Avoidance of contraction will have to be accepted in a few 
proper names: Αἰνεητῶν Ainea, 12 (550 B.C.), later, Αἰνητῶν (end 
of fourth century); Νεμέηι Thasos, 69 (fifth century); Κρεήτη 
Archil. 175-- Κρήτη (a pun on κρέας ?); Hdt. Teyén, Θυρέη. 

(4) In adjectives (mase. -eos ; fem. -en, -7). 

The forms will be quoted under the A Declension. The in- 
scriptions prove that when ἡ follows ε, contraction ensues, when 
o or a follows ε, the forms are kept open till the latest period of 
declining Ionism. In the poets -ἢ almost without exception 
(κυνέην κυνέῃ Tyrt. 115,), χρυσῆς Mimn. 1,, Theog. 1293, 1381, 
πορφυρέῃ Anakr. 14,3 πορφυρέη Anakr. 2,; πορφυρῆς Sim. 
Amorg. | Ty. Lf it is certain that Anakr. 33 contains a 
‘choriambic? monometer with anacrusis +a first pherecratic, 
as Sappho 54 may be scanned, we must admit the existence 
of one open form dpyvpéy (the schol. Pind. Jst/. II ἡ has 
οὐδ᾽ dpyvpén Kor ἔλαμπε). Hiller reads ἀργυρῆ correctly. In 
Herodotos we find -7 generally, but not without exceptions; 6. 7. 
διπλέη III 42, for which Stein correctly reads διπλῆ, a form 
found in Hippokr. V 640. Attic διπλῆ from διπλε(ί)α, cf. Kret. 
διπλεία. 

(0) In adverbs Δεκελῆθεν Hdt. IX 73 from Δεκελέη. CE. 
Steph. Byz. 8. v. Δεκελειᾶθεν. 

(4) As regards the forms of -EQ verbs, Merzdorf’s ‘law’ that 
after consonants ej, «7 remain open, but are contracted after 
vowels (e.g. Hdt. στρατηλατέῃς, ποιῇς) has been accepted in many 
quarters; but incorrectly, as is clear from the fact that his 
contention is based upon a mere numerical count of MSS. For 
the establishing of the dialect of Herodotos we cannot assume 
that a given form is genuine Ionic merely because a varying per 
cent. of Hdt.’s MSS. speaks in favour of its adoption. The 
inscriptions proclaim that the Ionians in their decrees adopted 
the contraction without exception’; and the poets unite with 
the inscriptions in their opposition to the Merzdorfian view. 
In the aorist passive ε- ἢ are invariably fused. Bekker sought 


1 The forms of δέω and δέομαι occupy a special position. 
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in vain to discover the uncontracted form δεηθέῃ in Hdt. IV 
154. On ἐθεῆτο in Hippokr. see § 685. The μι verbs contract 
ἘἘΞ ἢ. 


264.] H+E. 

Deal a 

From éve, contracts in 7 or, from + Fé (Lat. ve); but remains 
uncontracted in a few forms of the -yv- declension, as in φονῆες 
Archil. 59. See under E+E. 

ave m ἠέλιος 1 (caFedtos): the elegiac poets adopt this form 
only (Tyrt. 11,, Mimn. 1,, 2, 121, 14;;, Solon, 13,,, 14, Theog. 
168, 1183, &c.). The iambographers contract: ἥλιος Archil. 
tetr. 74,, Hipp. tr. 15,, Sim. Amorg. 1,,, Herodas V 1, 36, 83, 
Anak. 27; and upon an inscription Arkesine, 33, Ζεὺς Ηήλ[ιοΪς 
(fifth century), Hekat. ἥλιος 173, 190, 193, Pherek. Leros, 33 4, 
Diog. Apoll. 6, Anaxag. 6 (Simplik. 156,,, Diels), and ro (Simpl. 
157,3), Hipp. II 24, and so Herodotos II 92 (Bredow, 45), as 
Arrian 11; Lukian uses ἠέλιος Astr. 3, 5, &e., d. 8. 29, 34. Both 
ἄλιος and ἀέλιος form a part of the poet’s material in Aiolic 
(Sappho, 69, 79). Ποιῆσσα, 1.6. ποιήεσσα, is the name of a city 
in Keos. 

ne also in adjectival forms (nom. -ἤεις), Kall. 1, τιμῆεν ; Mimn. 
55 τιμήεσσα; 12, τιμήεντος as Sim. Keos 84;; Phok. 3, χαιτη- 
écons. On Fick’s en, Archil. 74,, Sim. Amorg. 7,,, Mimn. 9,, 
see § 262. ηε in these forms is found often in Hdt., ne in the 
poets and in prose writers only when F followed ἡ. Forms with 
ne seem to be obsolescent in the seventh century. φωνήεντα 
remained uncontracted in Attic as a technical term, originally 
Tonic. On -ἤειν see ὃ 319. 

ἦρι « duser-, in ἠριγένεια Mimn. 12,,, as in Homer. ἠέριος, 
&c., must be kept distinct from ἠήρ, Hdt. ἠέρα, § 169. Notice 
also ἔαριτεῆἦρι, Ananios, 51. 

2. ηιε. 

[χ]ρῆσθ[ αι] Keos, 43,,, 15 not necessarily for xpnyerOat, since it 
may be formed directly from χρή - σθαι. Cf. §.167. 

ἔχρη in Tyrt. stands for ἔχρηε or for *éxpén, if we assume that 
ne in Ionic becomes en. ἐδίψη Hippokr. III 36, 42, διψῆν Hdt. 
II 24, 1.6. ἡ +-Fev or -cev. 

4. Crasis and Aphaeresis: 

With ἠπαρή Teos, 156 B 36 (τἠπαρῆι B 24, Chios, B. P. I. 
1889, p. 1195, as τἠτέρῃ Arch. 93,7), μὴ ᾽λάσσονες Chios, 174 
B 24, ἢ ᾿ς Chios, 174 A 2, compare ἀρετή ᾽στιν Theog. 147 and 
Phokyl. 17 (oldest example of aphaeresis in the case of εἰμί), ἢ ’« 


1 Hdn. II 22015, 490)= Et. M. 261. 
2 TETEPEI=7i7épyt, Rob. I 167, of uncertain dialect. Bechtel suggests 
Asgiatic-Ionic. Cf. § 134 note. 


- 
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Theog. 577 (in A), δὴ ᾿πίκουρος Arch, tetr. 24, perhaps Μιμνῆ 
᾿κατομήχανε Hippon. 49, ὀδύνη made? 21 B, and Hrd. δουλή 
᾽στι Asay μὴ '᾽λασσον 3.5. There is no example of the crasis of τῇ 
in Hdt. 


265.| H+H. 

n +7 is contracted almost universally. On ἠήρ in Hippokrates 
(ἀξήρ), see § 169. Ionic of the post-Homeric period does not 
possess such subjunctives as στήῃ, φανήῃ, σαπήῃ. On ἐθηῆτο, v.1. 
Hdt. I το, &e., see § 685. ηε held its ground longer than 77. 


266.| O+0. 

So far back as we can follow the history of Ionic, ο - ο became 
ov. In view of this fact the position assumed by many scholars 
that in Ionic o0+0 first became ὦ and afterwards ov is without 
foundation. The Dorie dialects, which at different stages of 
their existence had w and ov, offer but a specious parallel to an 
Tonic ov<@. ogo in Homer never becomes ὦ as ewe Never=7. 

πὸ 0/0. 

οὐρανός with spurious diphthong (Οὐρανίη on an old amphora, 
C. 1. G. 8412, οὐρανίη. Phanag. 164, 168) from 6-Fopavds, whence 
Aiolie and Dorie @p-; Atolic épavos from Fopavds. 

C.1. A. 1 322 A 93, OS shows that ots has an adulterine ov. οὖς, 
probably from *oy(c)os ; ὧς in Delos, B.C. Hf. 11 322 (before 167 
B.C.) 15. formed like φῶς. Theog. 1163 οὔατα, Anakr. 21, ὠσί, 
Hdt. ὦτα ; Lak. ἐξωβάδια, ὥξατα have their ὦ from the nom. 
ὧς, as ἐνῴδιον < ἐνουσίδιον has its ὦ from ὠτός. See Wackernagel, 
K. Ζ X XIX 141, Schmidt, Neutra, 407. 

In a few nouns! and adjectives of the O declension oo is 
apparently kept open to a limited extent: the MSS. of Hdt. have 
νόος, εὔνοος, πλόος (Hekat. 303 -ov-), σόον, but χοῦς IT 150, &e. 
Love of the old-fashioned orthography dictated νόος in the MSS., 
Sim. Amorg. I 3, where voids, or νόος, must be read?. γόον in the 
same poet (7,) must be an archaism, if the authority of the in- 
scriptions is accepted. π[ρ]όχουν oceurs upon a vase from Naukratis, 
Roberts, I 132 ds. Perhaps contraction resulted during the 
seventh century, since Archil. 89 epod. and Mimn. 5, have νόον. 
Homer preserves véos, but the beginnings of the later forms 
appear Q 354, « 240 (Menrad, p. 46). Later inscriptions have 
᾿Αστύνους Eryth. 206 C 9; Καλλίνους Thas. (L.) 7 A 7; ἔκπλουν, 
ἔσπλουν Eryth. 202, ; ΠΙολύθρους Thasos, 75 B τι (Πολύθρου 
Teos, 158,,). χοῦν Hdt. II 150, χοῦ Arr. Anad. 11 27,°4 (xdov 


* Joh. Gr. 241 B, Greg. Kor. 479 cite νόον, ῥόον, Gram. Meerm. 654 ῥόος, xvdos, 
θρόος, but cf. Hdn. II 9215. ἀκηκοότες, &c. do not contract. 

* νοῦς Theog. 1185 ; νοῦν Theog. 350, 898; Sol. 27,5, νοῦν, ῥοῦν 41. It may be 
noticed in passing that Cobet’s εὖνοι ὄντες in Lysias VIII το is at fault. εὔνους, 
found in a Palatine MS., is proved by Attic inscriptions to be correct. 
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C. I. ἃ. 1838,, Korkyra). In Herodas 1,,, 4,; we find νοῦν, 
3.. ἄνουν. The attitude of the κοινή towards such forms as 
πλόος has not received deserved attention. That the κοινή ad- 
mitted only those forms which had already suffered contraction 
in Attic, is an entire misconception of the nature of this phase of 
Greek. πλόος in a Lykian inscription in Le Bas, 1311, was not 
newly constructed by the κοινή. In fact in its literature this 
‘dialect’ contrives to effect a union of the living language with 
imitations of the dead language. In this light many of the open 
forms collected by Lobeck, Phryn. p. 453, may be regarded as 
parallel to the Lykian πλόος. Cf. also Lobeck, Path, p. 300. 

νόος, pdos, πνόος, -xpoos, ἀθρόος, generally are found in the 
resolved forms in the pseudo-Ionists. 

In composition: σκηπτοῦχος Sim. Am. 7.9, Αθηναίηι Πολιούχ[ωι 
Eryth. 200 (epigr.), and so Roberts, I p. 64; Πολιούχου Paros, 
64,,, and Hdt. I 160; τιμοῦχοι Teos, 158,, (τῆμος in Aischylos) ; 
᾿Αριστοῦχον Ross, 148; εὐνοῦχος Hippon. 353, [σ]αμβαλούχην 
ἘΠῚ ΤΥ: 

2. OO. 

Σαπφόος, Antéos, called Ionic by Herodian 11 338,,, 755.,, and 
ἠοῦν by Greg. Korinth. § 35, are supported by no such formations 
in the existing monuments of the dialect. Hdt. has Λητοῦς, 
Λητοῦν, &e., and φλοῦν ; ἠοῦς Orop. 18,,. On the retention of 
-olo< ο(σ)ιο, see under O declension. 

In διπλόος, o-+0 was probably not separated by F but by yod, 
though Hdt. has the open form. The pseudo-Ionists have 
διπλόος, though they avoid the open forms in the compounds in 
-πλόος. See on E+H. 

3. In verbs in -ow, ov, and never ev, arises from o +0 whether 
yod or sigma intervened. The examples of ev collected by Merz- 
dorf in Curtius’ Studien, VIII 218, show the confusion as to 
the character of the Herodoteian dialect in the minds of the 
diasceuasts. 

4. Crasis, o+o=ov in τοὔνομα; ov+o=ov as in τοὔρνιθος 


ἘΠῚ 5 455 


267.] 0+. 

I. of. ; 

x6v Keos, 439, fifth century; cf. πρ]όχουν Naukratis, ᾧ 266, 
τι. The MSS. of Hadt. keep νόῳ, συμπλόων, σόων uncontracted. 
In the dative -o» is generally kept open in the MSS. of Hadt., 
though contraction ensued by the fifth century, 

2. 00. 

Always contracted, e.g. in gen. plural, O declension, 

3. OL0). : τὶ 

Contracts in verbal forms (δικαιῶ). ζῶμεν Sim. Amorg. 39, 
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from ζόωμεν « ζώομεν (so the MSS. 1,), and pry Hipponax, 16,, 
17, from ῥιγόω « ῥιγώω, οἵ. ῥιγῶσα Sim. Am. 765 λαγώς Hip- 
ponax, 36<-ows, from -wovs (Hdt. uses λαγός), 1f we extend the 
limits of metathesis quantitatis beyond those ordinarily set up for 
Tonic. 

4. προώσας becomes πρώσας Hippokr. VII 314. 


268.| 2+0. 

1. wfo. 

ἥρωος, Μίνωος Hdt.; ζωός Hdt. Meliss., 17, &., Tyrt. 105), 
with ὦ preserved before a short vowel by the interposition of 
F; ood? is the correction of Porson for the traditional reading 
ζωοῦ Archil. 63. Σῶος Styra, 1943, 800" 

2. OL. 

ἔζωον Hdt. IV 112, ζωόντων I 86, but ζῶντα ibid., ζῶσα IV 
205. The latter appear to be regular, yet the uncontracted 
participial forms may be defended. See B. B. XV 170, 175, and 
M.U.18. On ζῶμεν, see § 267. 


269.| 2+. 

WLW. 

ww preserved in (éw, Hdt. ζώων, Kallinos, 110, Demokr. 206. 
Anan. 5; λαγῶν is either from Hom. λαγωός or Hdt. Aayds. 


270.| I+1. 

Te th. 

The Ionic dialect permits, but does not require, contraction : 
Διί Paros, 65, ἃ late inscription, Mylasa, 248 C 6 (fourth century), 
both examples probably Attic; Δί Eretria, 14 (fifth century), 
Samos (?) in Roberts, 157, Asiatic-Ionic, Bechtel, No. 260. Hdt., 
Pherekyd. Leros, &e. have Διί. I do not find either form in the 
poets. Διί is doubtless from analogy to Διός, Δία. 

2. On 7 in the dat. sing. of cota stems, see under Declension. 
In the optative of roots ending in zo¢a, contraction of 1+. is pan- 
Hellenic. 


271.| Before passing to the concurrence of unlike vowels, we 
may here treat of v+u, strictly not a diphthong, but a phonetic 
combination, the v of which was probably #. On the treatment 
of the υι of vids, see § 229. In the forms from which 1 is absent, 
Cauer held (Curtius’ Studien, VIII 275) that v and « had been 
fused as in δύη,υ 286. Whether δύη was the model for ἐκδῦμεν, 
or whether the length of the v is due to the fact that vi in the 
ground-form *éxdvijuev was followed by a consonant, cannot be 
made out. ἰσχύι, νηδύι, as edited by Herodoteian scholars (ef. -εἴ in 
the dat. of -es stems), probably do not represent the pronunciation 
current in the fifth century. 


1 (ads Greg. Kor. 57. 
2 (ods Epicharmos and Theokr. 
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II. Contact of Unlike Vowels (horizontal and vertical vowels). 


272.| A+E. 

τς afe. 

(a) Uncontracted in ἀέκων Theog. 371, 467, 471, 1379, ἀεκού- 
σιος Theog. 1343; both forms in Hdt. and in Lukian. Hippokr. 
IIT 216 has ἀέκων, Aretaios, 58 ἀεκουσίου. ἀέκων may be read 
in every case in Homer. The contracted form is best supported 
in Homer in τὼ δ᾽ οὐκ ἄκοντε πετέσθην. In Attic the form is open 
in the law of Drakon (Ὁ. 1. A. I 61,,), but contracted before the 
middle of the fifth century in ἁκούσι[α] C.I.A. I, 1 Β 1. In 
Tonic, contraction must have taken place in Herodotos’ day. 

ἄεθλον Archil. ep. 104, Tyrt. 12;,, Mimn. 114; πενταεθλεύων 
Xenoph. 2,; Hdt. ἄεθλον, ἀεθλοφόροι, πεντάεθλον, &e. (a ὃ). 
Contracted ἄθλα Theog. 971, 994, 1014, Hrd. 1,,, Hippokr. II 
64; πενταθλεῖν Xenoph. 2,,3 ἄθλοις Roberts, 1174, Kyme, and in 
ἄθλον Kolophon, Mitth. 1889, p. 317; ἄελπτος Arch. tetr. 741; 
Solon tetr. 35; ἀελπτίη Arch. tetr. 545; ἑξηκονταέτης Mimn. 6, ; 
ὀγδωκονταέτης Sol. 20,; πενταέτης Hdt., οἵ, Attic πενταέτης and 
πεντέτης ; ἑκάεργος Tyrt. 3,, Solon, 13;,; depyds Theog. 584, 
1177, depyot Hippokr. VI 22, but ἀργός Hipp. tr. 28, Hdt. 
III 78; adm Sim. Amorg. 7,,, Sol. 27;, Theog. 1031, 1276, 
Sim. K. 84;. Hippokr. av, αὐξάνω, Mimn. 2,, Theog. 362 
αὔξεται, Sol. 11, ηὐξήσατε, are from ἀξ(ε)ξ-. 

αἰέλουρος, not deA-, is the Herodoteian form. 

(8) Contracted ἀρθείς, preferred by MSS. of Hat. to ἀερθείς 
(Bredow, 193, Merzdorf, Curtius’ Stud. VIII 186), is un- 
doubtedly the genuine form. Anakreon, 19 dp6eis. See on 
ἀείρω, ὃ 305. : 

éAjs in Hat. from ἀβελής, not from ἀολλέες as Wilamowitz 
claims (on Eurip. Herakles, 411); cf. ἁλίζω in Hdt., ξυναλισθῇ 
Hippokr. VI 102. 


Contraction of afe, both in a privative and other forms seems to have been 
possible at least as early as the sixth century. In the ordinary speech of 
the people many forms were doubtless contracted which were kept open by 
the artifices of poetical expression. 

In the inf. active a+-fFey (or -cev), 6.0. ἐσορᾶν ; see ὃ 305. Hippokr. MSS. 
have often such apparent Doric forms as ὁρῆν, μελετῆν, συνορῆν (but -ἂν IT 440 
in A) which are due to the supposed tenacity of 7 after p in Tonic. ὁρῆν, once 
created, was the cause of the creation of a μελετῆν. On τεθνάναι Amphip. 
10,9, and Mimn. 210; as the MSS. read, or reOvavar<rebva + εναι (cf. yeyor-evan), 


see § 700, 3. 
R 
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2. ace. 

=a in λαρινοῦ Xenophan. 5,, as in Homeric λαρός. ἄριστον, 
breakfast in Hom., Hdt. III 26 is from ζὰαυ(σ)εριστον. 

3. ἄιε. 

Always contracted in verbal forms: ὁρᾶτε, ὅρα, dpa, ὁρᾶσθαι, 
βιᾶται, διεπειρᾶτο, ἐφοίτα ; Hdt. χρᾶσθαι from χρὰ Ἐ εσθαι, Keos, 
4310, Χ ρῆσθ] αι] 1 from χρη -Ε σθαι, or from ἔχρηίομαι 2. χρῆσθαι 
is found in all MSS. of Hdt. I 47, 210; in 1 196 χρέεσθαι BC, 
χρῆσθαι reliqui. Cf. §§ 167, 687. | 

In the MSS. of Hippokrates such Doric forms as ἴῆται, ἰῆσθαι, 
ὑποθυμιήσθω, ὀδυνῆται 11 424 (but correctly -ara: in A) come to 
light. In the forms after 1, the error was caused by such forms 
as ἰητρός, after p, by the analogy of ὥρη. 

4. Crasis of a+e¢ in τὰν Chios, 174 C I9 =ray 174 C 22; 
τἀμά Theog. 346, Archil. tr. 50, Hdt. 5,, but often kept apart: ra 
ἐμά Hdt. VILL tor. θἄτερα IV 157, according to the MSS., is 
doubtful. θἄτερα θἀτέρων Hippokr. IX 30. ar+e in κἀσθλοῖσιν 
Theog. 355; κἀκφέρη Hippon. 29; κἀγώ (2) Amorg., Rob. I 160 

; κἀμοί, κἄπειτα, κἀκεῖθι, κἀκεῖνον Hdt. (see § 564 on κεῖνος) ; 
κἀπιτετρῖφθαι Sol. 33,3 κἀγδικασάντων Chios, 174 B 22; κἀπί- 
ednmta Archil, 74,3; κἀπιπειθείη Sim. A. 1,3 κἀπαέξεται Sim, Am. 
735. Herodas has (1) Ionic κἀγώ Class. Rev. V 481 (2), κἀπί 399, 
kad’ 2,, and five similar forms, and (2) Doric forms, e.g. κἠγώ 
2.» O43) KNTL 4,4. κἠτέρων 7.04 and ten other examples of καὶ +e-= 
«y-, all of which must be ascribed to the native Doric of the poet. 
In 490, 93» 53 (?) the seriptio plena occurs. καὶ ἑκατόν Anakr. 85, 

y synizesis. 

κ᾿ ἐν 1. 6, but κἀμοί on an archaic papyrus, Pizlol. XLI 746, 

cf. κἐνκαύσιος Epidauros, C. D. 1. 3325.66. 


273.| A+H. 

I. aFy. 

Open in ἀηδόνος Archil. 156, contracted in Aavd Hekat. 358 ; 
on the other hand in Aavain Miletos, 99, a glide iota has been 
generated between a and 7, as in Παμφαίης from Παμφάης ; ef. 
Δανάης Ξ 319. afy=a also in ἀδής" ἀτερπής Hesychios, ef. 
Phryn., Bekk. Anecd. I 22, 3: of Ἴωνες τὴν ἀηδίαν συναλείφοντες 
τρισυλλάβως γράφουσι. See under O+ A. 

2. aun. 

In verbal forms: τιμᾷ, τιμᾶτε (Doric ἡ). Νικᾶν Thasos, (Dime 
Νικάη; ef. ἱερῆ « ἱερείη. μνᾶς Hippon. 20 «μνᾶῆς, Attic μνᾶς 
from μνὰᾶς. 

3. Crasis of καὶ -- ἤνΞε κἄν, Ephesos, 145,,,, Chios, 174 C 5 
(in both inscriptions ἤν, not ἐάν or av); Hippokr. καὶ ἤν V 594, 


1 Blass reads χρεῖσθαι. 
* Schmidt follows Baunack in deriving ypyeo- from χρηξεσιο. 
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606, as Hrd. 35, (κἤν 2545 7102)» κἤν V 646, 692, 698, 720, IT 48, 
&e.; κἠλειφόμην Sim. Amorg. 16; χἠμέρη Theog. 160, κἠμέρης 
Anan. 5105 οἵ. Hrd. 7.15» who has also κἠπιώ 46, χἠρακλῆς 2g. 
Where crasis might take place in the inscriptions it is omitted 
in καὶ Ηγήσανδρος Miletos, 93; καὶ ᾿Ηρακλείοισιν Teos, 156 B 
33; καὶ ἦθμόν Prokon. 103. 

274. A+I. 

au. 

=ai and a. dis! occurs in but one passage in older Ionic 
poetry (Archil. tetr. 70 adi). Renner (Curtius’ Stud. I 189) 
seeks to find an excuse for the se judice irregularity of the 
Archilochian πάϊ by assuming a ‘poetic diaeresis.’ No such 
license can be admitted ; and these forms find their explanation, 
in comparison with Hipponax’ παῖδα I, παῖδας 14,, and a in Solon, 
in the fact that the disyllabic ai in nominative and vocative 
and the monosyllabic a: in oblique cases are an inheritance from 
Homeric times. πάϊς is, however, not an archaism whose observ- 
ance was enforced. Sim. Amorg. 1, has παῖ, Hipponax, 38 
mais. Anakreon has παῖ 1.5, 41; 62,, 63,3 πάϊς 21,5 (?, vulgo παῖς, 
Herm. παῖς 6), παῖς 24,. Oblique forms: παῖδα Hipp. 1, παιδί 
Anakr. 17, (ai possible, Wilamowitz conj. παρ᾽ ᾿Ιάμβῃ); παῖδες 
Anakr. 45; παίδων Mimn. 2,, (ai possible); παισίν Mimn. Ig, 
39; παῖδας Hipp. 14,; Hdt. παῖς. This shows clearly that παῖς, 
and not πάϊς, was the form as pronounced in the fifth century ; 
and with this knowledge falls the view that vowels originally 
separated by Ff remain open as a characteristic of Ionic. πάϊς is 
nowhere necessary in Herodas. 

κλαΐων Archil. 13, is possible, κλαίω 20, necessary ; πυρκαΐης 
Anakr. 100,, el. (a possible) ; ἀΐδηλος Tyrt. 11, (cf. v2. E757, 
A 897), ἀϊστώσει Hdt. IIL 69, jiorwoe 111] 127. See ὃ 160 on 
᾿Αἴδης. ἄϊδρις Theog. 683; ἀϊδρίη Solon, 9,; didpnin Hat. ; 
αἰκιζοίμεθα Sim. Amorg. 1,,, from ἀξικ- rather than ἀξεικ-ὄ. So 
too in the case of aixéAvos Theog. 1344. On ἀΐω, see ὃ 275. 

In suffixes: δᾶίζω Tyrt. 11,,; παΐζω Anakr. 53, but παίζω 
45,3; σαλαΐζω Anakr. 167, Hippokr. paige, VIL 122, ῥηίζει VIII 
38, paton VIII 20, 266 and 34 in θ, δαιδός VIII 22, δαιδίοισι 
VIIL 50, but δαΐδος VIII 92, σφαδαίζει VIII 92 (0, -ai- Littré), 
ef. ὃ 182; ἀγλᾶϊζομαι Sim. Amorg. 7,); Zdtov Arch. el. 6; and 
in the suffix -aixos in Hdt. Hrd. 2,, has δᾷδας. 

275.) A+L 

at. 

ἸΠολυπαΐδη Theog. 25, 57, 61, 541, from πᾶ, ὃ 169, or due to 
the ictus and=zav; ᾿Αριστολαΐδης Hdt. I 59. 


1 


1 πάϊς Ionic, Drakon 1576; ¢f. 1612. 
R 2 


΄ 
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Αἴδης is probably the Ionic form of the fifth century. See 
δ 160. 
; ἀΐδιον Iasos, 104,, Melissos, 9, Diog. Apoll. 3, may be a later 
form, built out of ἀεί. The length of the a in ἀΐδιος is attested 
but rarely, e.g. Hymn 29, where it may be due to the ictus, 1.9. 
=av. ἀΐδιος contains the suffix -dvos. 

ἐπαΐω in Hdt. II] 29, Herakl. 73, 107 should be read ἐπάω if the 
a is long, as it is generally in Attic. See Schulze, K. Ζ. XXIX 
253 ff.; dw Xenoph. 6, may be a present derived from the 
aorist. 

᾿Αχαΐη Sim. Amorg. 23,, where avin might be expected. Hrd. 
5e1 has ἀχαΐκας fetters (?). Since the reduction of aw to ai in Attic 
ensued as early as the fifth century (Pwxaide[s] C. I. A. I 199;), 
the traditional reading in Sim. may be correct. See ᾧ 209, on a 
from antevocalic au. 


276.) A+H. 
Original @+7 did not remain in Ionic; see H+ H. 


277.| A+0, 

On the theory that in primitive Greek a, when followed by an 
o sound, became co, see under Contract Verbs, § 688. 

I. afo. 

ἀείναος Hdt.; σαόφρων Phok. 9, as in Homer, but σωφρονεῖν 
Sim. Amore. 710» σώφρων Theog. 756, σωφρονέστατον Hippon. 
45, need not contain a contraction. These forms are placed here 
tentatively, as it has not been shown that f intervened between 
a and o in σάος. Certainly Roehl’s reading caFoi, in his No. 532, 
is too much a matter of dubitation to be admitted in proof. 
Perhaps odos stands for *cacos. See Ruehl in Philol. Anzeiger, 
1886, 14, note 8, and § 294. 

θυρωρός Anakr, 52 < θυρᾶ + Fopds as θεωρός « OnFaFopds. On 
Doric θεᾶρός see Kretschmer, K. Ζ. XXXI 289. OvpaFopds, or 
-Fwpds, occurs in Kyprian. Fick derives θυρωρός from θυρεωρός 
< OvpnFopés. Since, however, τιμωρός not τιμεωρός is the only 
correct form, τιμᾶ ορός (and @vpdFopés) must be the ground-form, 
Cf. ᾿Αλκᾶάθοος. 

ἀγλαός: : 

(1) Not contracted: ἀγλαόν Kallinos 1,. ᾿Αγλαοκύδης Thasos 
(Louv.) 20° A 8 (about 175 B.©.); ᾿Αγλαζ(ό)νικος Styra, 10 495 
(fifth century). The preponderance of names in ’AyAw- has 
made Bechtel question whether we should not read ᾿Αγλώνικος. 
᾿Αγλαοκύδης shows that Bechtel’s statement (that ’AyAw- is the 
invariable rule in Ionic inscriptions) is not accurate. It must, 
however, be confessed that this form of the name is, if Ionic, an 
obsolete form for its period. ᾿Αγλα[ο]φῶν Kyzikos, C, I. G. 1780 
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is late. A noteworthy feature of the naming system of the 
Tonians is their fondness for names compounded with é&ydads, 
whereas in Attic these are not very frequent. Adjectives con- 
taining ἀγλαός were too elevated for the sermo familiaris of the 
classical period. The open form is found in Boiotian, “AyAaos 
C. D. I. 413,,, ᾿Αγλαοφαΐδαο 478. 

(2) Contracted: ᾿Αγλώχαρος Amorgos, 227 (sixth century) ; 
᾿Α(γ)λωθέστης Amorgos, 37 (une. date); ᾿Αγλώνικος Keos, 50, 
II 11 (fourth century); ᾿Αγ]λωφῶντος Thasos, 78 A 2 (beginning 
of third century); ᾿Α[ γ]λωφῶντος Thasos (Louv.) 6 B 14 (third 
century); ᾿Αγλωγένης Delos, 55 17 (282 B.c.); ef. also ᾿Αγλῶν 
Ἐν (Louv.) 2,, We find ᾿Αγλωφάνης Thera, C. I. G. 2460 

ate). 

φάος Archil, tetr. 745, Sim. Amorg. 1,,, Skythinos, 1, Theog. 
569, 1143, Herakl. 77; on the oblique cases of names in -φῶν, 
e.g. Hpopév Thasos, J. H. 8. VIII 402, 22, see Spitzer, Lawti. 
p. 41, Johansson, D. 7. C. p. τό. 

2. aoo. 

Archilochos 116 γήραος ; also in Hdt. III 14, m the phrase 
ἐπὶ γήραος οὐδῴ, with the unusual form on account of the 
stereotyped nature of the expression. Hdt. generally has -eos in 
-as nouns. -aco, or more strictly, -acFo, in the second pers. sing. 
of imperfect and aorist middle: Archil. epod. 94 ἐφράσω, 101 
ἐδέξω, where Hdt. has ἐξεργάσαο I 45 and Xenoph. 5 ἤραο. It 
is scarcely doubtful that ao had become w in the dialect of 
people before the time of Hdt. 

- alo. 

On the relation of -dw to -ἄω (-nw) verbs in ὥρεον = ὥραον, &e., 
see § 688. ao becomes in the Ionic verb (ἐῶμεν, ἀρριχῶμαι), 
despite fluctuations in MSS. of Hadt. in the direction of εο. 

On ao, written for -av, see § 243. 

4. Varia. ᾿Ωσπραόννωι Halik. 240,,, is non-Hellenic ; Μάοψος 
Roberts, I 193 1), is of uncertain connections (MHéyos? cf. 
Μεΐξιος). 

5. Crasis. κὠμφαλός, Hippokr. VII 526-ε καὶ -- ὁ-Ε ὀμφ. καὶ 
+6+a=k® in κὠπόλλων Hippon. tr. 31, according to Bergk’s 
reading, which is doubted by Renner, p. 199; Hrd. 4, χὠπόλλων. 
τὥμματα VIII 84, Hrd. 655, κῶμμασιν 3.» x@oTts Sol. 1357: 


278.| A+O. ax 

do became jo and underwent all the changes incidental to the 
history of yo (δ 288). On the retention of do in Adds, see δὴ 140, 
4 τόρ, 17.0. 

279.| A+Q. 


I. ἄξω. 
παρεστώς Tyrt. 1220 and Attic ἑστώς are probably not from 
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Hat. ἑστεώς, but from -af ds, as πυλωρός, Doric πυλαρός, < πυλᾶωρός. 
Also in proper names in -φῶν, and in ᾿Αγλῶν Th. (L.) 244, § 277. 
ΟἿ, ᾿Αγλάων Boiot., C. D. I. 418, 534g. Συλοσῶν Hat. 

2. αιω. 

For the treatment of -dw verbs, see § 688. The contracted 
forms alone seem genuine Ionic. When verbs in -ew exist side 
by side with those in -ἄω, this -ew is uncontracted. 

3. a privative; ἄωρος Amorgos 35, ἀωρίη Hrd. 3.5. 

4. Crasis of αἱι- ὦ in χὠς Sim. Amorg. 24 (but καὶ ὠς Halik. 
2.3844). 

280.] A+. 

I. ἄξω. 

Ποσειδάων Theog. 692; -dwvos in Arch. eleg. 10, by conjec- 
ture, the MSS. having w. Is -ἤωνος correct? See§ 140. If 
Attic Ποσειδῶν is from -ἔων, this instance deserves note as being 
a rare case of contraction of vowels originally separated by F (ἕως, 
βασιλέως). Attic πρών, tardy (Παιῶνος Solon, 13;,), Ἴωνες, arose 
directly from -dwv-, -dov, not through -εων (Bechtel, B. B. X 283). 
See on πρών, Hom. πρώων, Hsd. πρηών, Chandler, Accent, ὃ 569. 

On the treatment of pre-Hellenic aio, see under E+O and 
E+Q. On the relation of verbs in -ew parallel to those in -ἄω, 
see § 688. 


281.] E+A. 
e before a vowel does not become 1 in Ionic. 


I. €Fa. 

Remains open in feminine of adj. in -vs (δασέαν Miletos, 100,, 
&e.), in KAedpios Thasos (L.) 4 A 13; Κλέανδρος Styra, 195993 
Aeavaxros Thasos (L.) 3 B 7; Aeddns Styra, 19,,,; Πρεάνθης 
Keos, 50, IV 65. Cf. πρηύς and the Thasiote Πρηύλος ; ἐάσεις 
Anakr, 56, édcov 57 (ἢ 165). 

ἥνδανε, the legitimate form for the Ionic of the fifth century, 
is preserved in Hdt., though in IX 5 édvdave comes to light. 

βασιλέᾶΞε Attic βασιλέα (βασιλῆ Teos, Ditt. Syl. 165,,, about 
261 B.C.); véd=Attic ναῦν, Baoidis=Attiec βασιλέᾶς (Curt. 
Stud. 1X 213). After a vowel, das in’Eperpias, Ἱσστιαιᾶς Eretria, 
I 517) 1g CL. Ocomas, ‘Eotvacas in Attic inscriptions of fifth century, 
Evpupedovtiddea Hipp. 85 (patronymic in -adevs, as Μαιαδεῦ 


Hipp. 16;), from ea (or εᾶ Ὁ), κενεά Dem. Mor. 18, Luk. vit. 
auct. 13. 


2. εσὰ. 

In the MSS. of Hdt. ἔαρος, ἔαρι, &c. (12 times), as in Homer, 
ἦρος not appearing till Hymn Dem. 456. Hdt. 177 has however 
ἦρι in the MSS. except C (Stein ἔαρι). Hipp. ἦρος II 44, 46, 
54, 598, 616, 668, III 70, 76, 80, 943 ἦρι 11 24, 42, 44. In 
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II 598 both Ermerins and Littré have ἦρος, the former reading 
ἔαρ (ds) on the same page, the latter ἣρ ; Littré reads ijp (v. ὦ. ἔαρ) 
111 68 (ἔαρ Erm.) ijp 11 640 (v.2. ἔαρ). In 117 98 Littré must adopt 
ἔαρ. no 11 42, 44, 616, VI 594 (0, vuly. ἔαρ), 600. There can be 
no question but that Littré has gone too far in adopting the 
contracted form, which seldom occurs without a variant. Varia- 
tions similar to that between ἔαρι and ἦρι occur in MSS. of Attic 
authors, though contraction is properly in place in forms of three 
short syllables in that dialect. ἔαρ occurs upon an Old Attic vase 
(Klein, Vasen, 133). Ordinarily the fusion of ea was avoided in 
Tonic. For the κοινή form ἦρος in Arrian, 14, we should expect 
ἔαρος, cf. Vita Homeri, 34. In the poets we find ἔαρι Anan. 5,, 
ἔαρος Mimn. 2,. “Eapivns Styra, 19,,, is doubtful. Cf. ὁ 221. 
In the -εσ- declension, we find in Homer sporadic occurrences 
of εα (τεύχεα H 207, ἄλγεα © 7, in the sixth foot; τεμένεα A 185, 
στήθεα A 282, βέλεα O 444, σάκεα A 113). See δὺ 533, 536 for 
the occurrences of the open and the contracted forms. -ea is not 
so frequent as -ea in poetry. -ea remains open in the heteroclite 
accus. of the A declension (which is frequent in Hdt.). This is 
invariably the case in the -es declension in Ionic prosaists. 


In Zare and in the pluperfect, which had the terminations of the sigmatic 
aorist, we find the open forms (ἐώθεα, ἤδεα). 


- €LQ. 

he uct nouns in ea from eva do not contract: ἐξώλεα, πανώλεα, 
Bechtel, No. 263. — 

ὀστέα Arrian, 30 (ὀστᾷ 29 in MSS. may be an error), Aret. 
42, 88, Hippokr. often; ὄστρεα Arrian, 21, 29,39; ὑπέατι Hat. 
IV 7o. In adjectives χρύσεα Anakr. 214). 

ἡμέας Archil. eleg. 9,, σφεας tr. 27,, Hdt. ἡμέὰς. 

Blass (Kiihner,? I p. 210) refers to Hekataios bavaydpn < -ειὰ, 
Hdn. I 280,, 341,, Θυρῆ, Hdn. I 284,,, 341,,, Ψυττάλη, Ζέλη, 
Ἐρύθη Hdn. I 275, 321, Οἰάνθη Hdn. I 276,;, 3127, Αἰθάλη 
Hdn. I 27539, 320053 cf. ἱερῆ, § 177. Πανάκη Hrd. 4,< Πανά- 


κεια Ὁ 


On κατέαται and dpuéaro<na-, see § 611. εἴρηται Oropos 18,7, compared 
with ἐκκεκωφέαται Anakr. 81,, κεκινέαται Hipponax 62,, πεπλέαται Sim. 
Amorg. 31 A, seems to represent a difference in writing merely. Whether or 
not the passage from original na to ἡ was made in Ionic through ea or ea in 
the verbal forms is not as yet clear. Analogy would seem to incline in favour 
of ea, but there are many forms in the perfect where -nata has become -εᾶται. 
Here no sound has been lost between «and a from n+a. See 8 612. 


ἤν, ἐάν, see Bredow, 38, Merzdorf, Curtius’ Studien, VIII 143, 
§ 75,3, and § 716. In Theog. 682, Schneidewin rightly preferred 
ἦν. ἐπήν Homer, Mimn, 3, Keos, 43}; Hrd. 5.1» S615 345 (ἐπέαν 
3,0» 439 54}; Hat. ἐπήν, though ἐπεάν is often met with in the 
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MSS. and is defended by many editors (Greg. Korinth. p. 465), 
and ἤν. Hippokr. has ἐπάν according to Littré. 

4. ea from dissimilation from aa in ἐπιστέαται and in -εατο. 

5. Llision is frequently avoided in the inscriptions: pe ἀνέθηκε 
Naukr. 139 B, Naukr. I 5, 202, 186, 220, II 777, but with 
elision I 137, 223, 259, 11 778. 


282.] E+A. 

1. €fa: 

éyyéas Xenoph. 4,, Anakr. 63,, a surprising synizesis, with 
which cf. yjjs* éyyéas in Galen’s Lex. to Hippokr. The Herodo- 
teian φρέαρ I 68 probably has ἃ as the Attic word; cf. Hom. 
φρῆαρ. φρέᾶτι is found in a puzzling verse (9g) of the Hymn to 
Demeter. éFain é@ Archil. 51, cf. ἦσεν" εἴασεν Hesychios, and 
ἔα Antig. 95, Ord. Tyr. 1451, €aoov Ord. Kol. 1192. 

2. εἴα. 

In the inflection of nouns in -ey the accus. plural remains 
open: κυνέας, μνέας, alyéas, &e., § 453. «1a from eavs, also in 
δωρεάς Hphesos, 147,,; δωρεά appears to be later than δωρειά in 
Attic. dpyvpéa Wood, Disc. at Ephesus, App. 6, No. 1, with 
Attie a, but with the absence of contraction in adjectives of 
material, which is the rule in [onic even in the imperial 
period. 

In proper names in -as it has been commonly held that -as is from -eds. 
Bechtel on No. 76 (Νοσσικᾶς) remarks with appropriateness that this is 
impossible, since Attic names in -eas could not be contracted to -as. See 


§ 165, note. eds occurs in two names, ‘Hyéas Keos 44 B 4; Ἐλπέᾶς 44 B 16. 
Cf. Hdn. I 51,,, 11 657,. 


On πεπλέαται-«“πεπλήαται, see ὃ 281, 3, note. 


283.| H+A. 


ἡ before the & of substantival and verbal inflections is regularly 
shortened to «. It is a matter of indifference whether this 7= 
LE. δ or LE. ἃ: véd, νέᾶς ; βασιλέᾶ, βασιλέᾶς ; κατέᾶται, ὁρμέᾶτο. 
Traces of this shortening are sporadic in Homer: Τυδέα Z 222, 
Kawéd A 264, ἕαται, €aro. In πόλῆας Abdera, 162 (fifth century), 
n has the quantity of ἡ in βέβληαι A 380 or of @ in ἡρῶος, ¢ 
303. In Homer, πόλῆας p 486. -nas in Ἠσιονῆας Kall. 5; 
βασιλῆας Tyrt. 4,. ἡ is retained before a only when F intervened 
(except Hom. πόληας). In Ionic these -nas forms were obsolescent 
even at a very early period. 

By crasis, rappodirm inser, of a Teian (Naukratis, I, No. 700). 
On a Naukr. inser. τἠφροδίτηι I 701 and very often τῇ ᾿Αφροδίτηι 
6.2. 707, 710, 794. In 729 rH ᾿Αφρ- (but the « has probably 
been omitted by a slip). τῆι ᾽φρ- also occurs. ἐπειδάν Hat. 
IT 193, VIII 144, &c., Zeleia, 113,,; Hippokr. V 622, Hrd. 
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4.1» 514 ἦρα from ἢ ἄρα, also Aiolic. Archil. 86, 95 has dpa. Cf. 
Apoll. de Conj. 22354, 227, Schn. By synizesis, μὴ ἀποπέμψῃς 
Hippon. 43, ἢ ἀνθρώπου Sim. 7154, ἡμὶν ἡ ἀλεωρή Hrd. Dose 

284.| E+. 

‘Roa aa 38 

ei in the dative-locative singular of -v- and -ev stems had pro- 
bably been contracted by the fifth century. 

2. €OL. 

Becomes εἰ in the dat.-loc. sing. of -es- stems: except in Hip- 
ponax, 11, where ἄγέϊ is necessary if the long a of dye? is to be 
removed: Sim. Amorg. 175 "Ape (“Apn?); ξίφει Tyrt. 1159, κράτει 
Solon tr. 36:5 (or κράτη), Theognis γένει 928, δυσμενεῖ 1219. -εἰ 
in Hdt. does not represent the stage to which Ionic had advanced 
in the fifth century. See § 416. In adj. from sigmatic stems 
εἰ, as in ᾿Αργείη Sim. Am. 27. 

3. In suffixes -irns, τινος, &e. In Hdt. ᾿Αταρνεΐτεω, Βορυσθε- 
veins (but cf. Hdn. IT 866,,), ὀστέϊνος, iréivos, κρανέϊνος. 


285.] E+1. 

et by metathesis quantitatis has been assumed by Fick, B. B. XT 
267, Bechtel, Jon. Insch. p. 14, in Opeixiwy Hipponax, 42, εἴ 
standing midway between m (Θρῆιξ Archil. 32, Θρηικίης Anakr.’ 
οὔ, Θρηικίῳ Sim. Keos, 120), and εὖ, Fick suggests that Anakr, 
Θρηικίην 49, Θρηικίη 75 should be read @pe-. As held above, 
§ 237, this assumption is based on slight foundations. On 
Θρεϊκίων, see Osthoff, 77. U. IV 209. Meineke suggests κἀπὶ 
Θρῃκίων in the passage in Hipponax. In Herodotos the cota was 
probably silent. 


286.] H+. 

nu is very common in Ionic, both from mn=I.E. δὲ and LE. αἱ, 
separated originally by some spirant. 

I. nf. 

(a) nFu< év, 

It should be noticed that of the forms which have preserved 7 
before 1 most had F between the ἡ and, The exceptions are all 
either peculiar forms or are due to the influence of analogy, 6. 7. 
πόληϊ Tyrt. 12,, is a double locative (πόλη ++) and not developed 
from πολει-ι. See ὃ 481. -nuos in ἀνδρήιος, &c. is from the 
analogy of δουλήιος < δουληξοιος. 

On -nwos from stems in nv/ev, and on the extension of the ter- 
mination to stems to which it did not originally belong, see § 232. 
On 7 from nv/nf in patronymics, in its relation to εἰ in -edns, 


see $$ 233, 235- 


1 ἐναγεῖ should be read. 
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Either Κεῖος, or Κήιος, is Ionic from Kéos. Hdt. VIII 1, 46 Κεῖοι; IV 35, 
V 102 Κήιοι; Sim. Keos 129 Κει- ; Bacchyl. 48 Κηι- ; Timokreon Io Kiva, and 
Kelwy Ἰουλιῆται Ο. 1. Α. 1117 B22. See Wackernagel, K. Z. XXVII 265, 
who regards Κεῖος as certainly Ionic whatever may be said of Κήιος (*Knfios, 
cf. Ionic λεῖος, from *AnfFios). βασιλεῖ is due to the influence of βασιλέος, &e. 
βασιλήιος, &e., amply prove that 1.E. δυὶ is represented in Ionic by m. On 
Πριηνῆι, on a Samian inscription, No. 212, see ὃ 510, 

Whether Hom. χρῆος, χρεῖος, Hom., Hdt. χρέος is from *xpnfos or *xpnios 
(see Wackernagel, K.Z. XXVII 264, Danielsson, Grammat. und etymol. Stud. 52 
and Grammat. Anm.1 17, § 272, 3 above) is uncertain. χρηίζω Hom., Hsd., 
Greg. Kor. p. 442, Hdt. (MSS.), Phokyl. 7, Theog. 1333 but χρήζων 958, as Hrd. 
191» 249, 83» χρεΐζεις 7,ε.. χρήζω is doubtless the correct form in Hdt. xpml- 
σκομαι in Hdt. only. Does Hesychios’ xphia’ πενία. ἢ χρήματα contain χρηίη" 
πενία (Ionic usually χρείη Theog. 62, Hrd. 7.4) and Kretan χρήια (αὐτός τε καὶ 
χρήια τἀμά Dreros, Cauer 121 B 41) ? 

κρήιον" κρεοθήκη is not necessarily Ionic. 

(B) nfi< avi. 

This ft appears in Ionic as 7 without exception. Attic differs 
from Ionic in its treatment of pre-Hellenic évz and dvi, in that 
the former is generally represented in Attic by εἰ (except in 
patronymics as Αἰγής, Νηρῇς, which was probably also the Ionic 
form, § 233, 2), the latter by ῃ (κλής, λήζομαι, λῃτουργός, ἤθεος, 
προνῇον) which in the fourth century has become εἰ. Ionic re- 
presents both by m1, though -ηιδης from -nv- stems has been 
generally supplanted by -ειδης. 

γήινος Sim. Am. 7 is probably from *ynfFwos. 

δηιόω in MSS. of Hdt., δήιος Sol. tetr. 34,, Tyrt. 11,5, 90» 
δηιοτῆτα Kall. 1,,; Theog. 552, Tyrt. 12). (δήίων Bergk), Mimn. 
14, (δηΐων Bergk) Solon, 13,,, have δῃόω. Homeric dito B 415 
Ξε δηιοῖο or dyoto. Homer has δήιος and δῆιος. 

ἠίθεος Hdt. 

ἠιών Hdt. (An, Par. III 149,). 

Θρῆιξ Arch. 32, cf. Θρηίκιος, Anakr. 96, Hippon. 42, 120 
Θρήκιος, Anakr. 49, 75 (§ 285). Hom. has Θρῇκες (Nauck 
Θρέικες O 234, ef. Steph. Byz. 5. v. Θράκη), Θρῃκῶν, Θρήκεσσι, 
Θρήκη ; Pind. has Θρηικίων. In Hdt. we read Θρῆιξ, Θρηίκιος, 
Σαμοθρήικες, -θρηίκιος ; ἢ sometimes occurs in the MSS. Hekat. 
116 (Θρᾳκῶν), with Attic a in Steph. Byz. 

κληίω Hom., Hdt. (Greg. Kor. § 3); κληῖδες in Hdt. V 108 is 
accented κληΐδες or κλῆιδες; κληῖδα Hippokr. 11 272. κλήιθρα 
hymn Mere. 146; κλῇθρα Hdn. IT 535,, Et. M. 518,,, An. Ox. 
11 232,, (Choir.). εὐκλείσας Tyrt. 12,,, from κληίζω, is not 
Tonie. 

Anin (Greg. Kor. 69), Hdt., Hrd. 2,,, ληιστής Hdt., Dem. 209, 
Teos, 156 B 21, ληιστύς Hdt., ληίζομαι Hdt., Sim. Am. 6, Teos 
156 B 20. Arrian, 40 λῃσταί, ἡξι becomes εἰ but once in 
Homer (λεϊστή I 408), 
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λήιον Hdn. 1 361,, λήιτον, council-hall, Hat. 

Mnovrré Hippon. 1, with » as in Hom. Μήων (cf. Hat. 
I 7) and Mpovis; Myoves and Μηίονες Hdn. II 550, Μήονες 
Herakl. ap. Kust. 365.,,. 

νηί. ἐπίνειον Hdt. VI 116 must be incorrect (ef. Προνηίη and 
Attic mpovjov). See Cauer in Curtius’ Studien, VIII 248. νήιον 
Han. I. 361,. 

Ποσιδηιών Anakr. 6. 

ῥηίδιος (Apoll. Adv. 567=Schn. 157,), Theog. 239, 524, 592, 
1027, 1034, but ῥήδιος 574, 577 (cf. pddioy 120, 1220, Solon, 9,, 
where Diod. Sik. ῥαΐδιον ; ῥᾷον Theog. 429), ῥήτερον 1370 (Hom. 
pnitepos), cf. §§ 182, 555. Hdt. has ῥηιδίως IX 2 in MSS., but 
ῥηστώνη IIT 136. 

Τήιος Bechtel, 155 an archaic inscription, Teos, Mitth. XVI 292. 
is probably from *Tafuos, because of Τέως. On THHOI on an Attic 
ote to be read either Τήϊιοι or Trio, see § 231. See Hdn, II 
δι. ι 

2. ηι-« aot. 

. ἤια Sim, Am. 32, see Baunack, K. Ζ. XX VII 561. With tua, 
ef. efov, Hdn, I 356,, 11 457,,. εἶα has been read ε 266. 


287.] E+O. 

The earliest testimony to an Ionic contraction of ¢o is the 
existence in Homer of εο and of a few cases of ev. In the older 
periods of the Greek dialects whenever the contraction of «0 to ev 
appears, it is to be regarded as Ionic. ev is but sparingly attested 
in earlier Aiolic, but more frequently in later Dorie sources 
(Ahrens, IT 213 ff.). The grammarians frequently give the name 
Doric to forms in εὖ found in Ionic authors, ef. Choir. 528,,. 
Kallimachos’ hymn to Demeter has devs 1, 58. revs is called 
Boiotian for reds, Apoll. Pron. 135 B. 

As regards the genesis of eo from no, it should be stated that 
Merzdorf’s! distinction between pre-Hellenic do= Ionic no= Ionic 
ew, and pan-Hellenic é0= Ionic no= Ionic eo, a distinction accepted, 
for many years, can no longer be upheld, at least in its entirety. 
Unaccented, pan-Hellenie no may become ew in Ionic, In the 
gen. of the A declension, we have -ev<no=do. The occurrence 
of ¢o (ev) makes it appear that the combination yo is treated in 
three different ways in Ionic. (1) no may be retained as an 
archaism, see below on H+ 0, (2) no becomes ew, and (3) becomes 
eo. In Ioni¢ no difference can be detected in the treatment of 


1 Merzdorf in Curtius’ Stud. VIII 163 ff., IX 226 ff.; Wackernagel, K. Ζ. 
XXVII 262; Schmidt, K. Z. XXVII 297; Osthoff, Philol. Rundschau, I 933 ; 
Erman, Stud. V 294; Brugmann, Gramm. ὃ 19; Bechtel, B. B. X 280, Ion. 
Insch. p. 69, 107, 109; Johansson, Ὁ. V. C. 153, B. Β. XV 167; Fick, 8.8. XT 
259 ff.; Karsten, 19-22; Blass, Aussprache,* 72. 
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long vowel + short vowel whether separated by F, yod, or sigma, 
though the dialect bears traces of the fact that the labial spirant 
disappeared later than either of the others. In Attic metathesis 
quantitatis seems to have occurred even when sigma or yod were 
expelled, though the cases are rare. 

To a large extent the question whether eo or ev should be 
written, is an orthographical question merely. At one and the 
same time the same word is written with ¢€o or ev in the same 
portion of Ionic territory. In general, however, the inscriptions 
preserve the form eo. In early inscriptions of the same date «o 
occurs both=ev and=earlier e+o0. The εο of φεόγειν makes it 
possible that the εο of γεγωνέοντες is not disyllabic, but a species of 
diphthong. Cf. eo for original ev and ao for av. ov is occasionally 
found (Εὐρυσθένεους Samos, 217, ᾿Αριστοκλέους Thasos, 721). See 
ὃ 247. The writing co shows that ev was not pronounced ei. 
eo especially in the -es stems becomes ev from about 350 B.C. 
There can be no doubt that εο was pronounced like ev more 
frequently than it was written. Whenever in Ionic lyric poetry €o 
must be read Uv, it is an archaism. In the earliest lyric poets it 
is better to write ¢o, in the later ev. The difference between ev 
and eo is not greater than that between ca and 7. How far the 
contraction prevailed in the ordinary language of the people is not 
easy to say. Perhaps one class of words was treated differently 
from another class. Thus in the case of -κλεος, where hyphaeresis 
had been at work, the open form would be more probable than in 
other names; and syllables following or preceding the accent 
would be more likely to be contracted than accented syllables. 
The variations of the MSS. of Hdt. and of the other prosaists 
reproduce the fluctuation in orthography between «0 and ev. I 
hold it likely that Hdt. himself may have been inconsistent in 
this and other cases, where the diphthongal pronunciation was 
not graphically expressed. Usually in the MSS. the eo form 
prevails. In the literature and inscriptions of the imperial 


1 In the pseudo-Ionists eo was carefully preserved. From Lindemann, de 
dial. Ionica recentiore, p. 53, 1 construct the following table :— 


εο ευ : εο €U 
Dea Syria 112 ο Eusebios 4 ο 
Vit. auct. 6 ο ] Euseb. Mynd. 55 4 
Astrol. 49 ο Ep. Thales ἡ I ο 
Arrian 118 2 Aretaios, I, 11 39 13 
Abydenos 4 ο 
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period there existed a preference for open forms, which is 
evidenced also in Attie (νεομηνία and Θεο- in proper names for 
the older vov-, @ov-). Most forms of this kind represent a 
fashion in writing, not genuine survivals of the older speech. 

Τὸ ea: 

Becomes in Ionic ¢o or is contracted to ev. In the case of 
-réos, contraction never occurs in Tonic or any other dialect. 

Names with νέος, κλέος, as first parts of a compound name 
show both forms. 

veo- In Νεοπολιτέων 1 Neapolis, 4, Νεοκλείδης Styra, 19.65, 
-KALONS 195663 -μήνιος Olbia, Jahrb. fiir Philol., Suppl. vol. X, 26, 
No. 8, Maroneia, 196,,, Halik. 240 B 29, Ὁ 38; -avdpos Thasos 
(L.) 17,. Cf. νέους Arch. 553; νέοι Kall. 1,3 veo@nAéa Anakr, 
51; Hdt. νέος, &e.; νεότητος Dem. 52; νέον Samos, 220,; 3 
νέωτα Sim. Amorg. I< vefoFara (see E+ Q). 

Nev- in -πολίτης 45, Neapolis (350-300) ; -πολιτῶν 4,, Neapolis 
(350-300) ; Νε]υμηνίου Olbia, 1315; Nevynr[ tov] Halik. 240 B 7. 
Cf. Νεοβούλης m Archil. 71, νεόπλυτον Anakr. 21, and νεομηνίᾳ 
Pind. Nem. 4,,=«v; also vevpnvia, later Kretan, and νευμεινίη 
Boiot. C. D. 1. 951. Νουμήνιος Tasos 10495, yg (about 350 8. C.), 
and upon coins of Maroneia and Olbia, is Attic. On the con- 
clusions as to the (partly) exspiratory character of Greek accent 
to be drawn from the difference between Attic νέος and νουμηνία, 
see Wackernagel, K. Ζ. XXIX 138. 

Κλεο- In -paxos Styra, 19,353 -μβροτος Keos, 44 B το, Thasos, 
77 B12; -δικος Styra, 19903 -πάτρα Delos, 55, VII 27; -κρίτου 
Thasos, 75 B 4; -νίκου Smyrn. 153193 -ppos Styra, 19.991 -μήδεος 
Th, (L.) £3; -wédwv Th. (L.) 3 A 10,6 C6; -[Ao|xos Th. (L.) 6 C 
153; -φάν[ης] Th. (L.) 11 C 55; -κύδευς Thasos, 77 A 10; -γένης 
Thasos, 77 B 5; -τίμου Chios, 177,93 -dnwos Naukr. 775, Thasos, 
dads. VILLI 402, 23. 

Κλευ- in Κλεομάνδρου Arkesine, 34 (fourth century), epigram. 
Κλεύβουλος Anakr. 29, 31» 9, 3 (not eo by synizesis). Κλευ- 
in prose is written in -πάτρα Delos, 55, III 34; -νίκη Pharos, 
87; -κρίτη Siphnos, 89; -dépov Hyele, 172,. Cf. Κλεόδαμον 
Pind. Οἱ 14,,, the names in Κλευ- in later Kretan and Rhodian 
documents. re: 

τεὸς in the genitive of -v|< stems is closed in ἄστεος, Simonides 
of Amorgos 7,,, but ordinarily kept open, as is evident from 
the fact that these genitives are never written -evs, as may 
be the case in the declension of stems in sigma. Open -eos 
from nv- stems in βασιλέος, &e. (on -ηος, see ΠΟ), on νεός, 
see § 517, 2. -eos<nfors in τεθνεός Hdt. I 112 (Studien, IX 
242); Γελεῦντες Perinthos, 234 B 13; Λεοντίσκος wid. 234 A 4, 


1 Of. Νεήπολις 4,=Attic Nea-. In Attic inscriptions the forms in νεα- out- 
live those in yeo-, which obtain from 454 to 356 B.C. 
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ἵλεος, probably Herodoteian (cf. IV 94, VI 91), from tAnfos. 
Cf. Kretan ἱλέος (accus. pl.). ἵλαος is also Ionic, Archil. 759. 
See § 139. 

On πλεῦνες, see ᾧ 219, 3. } 

Adj. in -adeos: μυδάλεος Arch. 182; on ἀδελφεός in Hom., 
Hdt., Lat. II 97, Pantikap. (fifth cent.), see under ¢ +. 

ev from εοξξεω: 

θευροί Thas. 72,,= θεοροί ; cf. ἐθεόρεον Thas. (L.) 7,, with 
θεορ- from Oewp-. See B. B. X 282, K. Z XXXI 289; ef. 
Λευτυχίδης Hdt.! and πυλευρός, in Hesychios, from πυλεωρός. 
Bechtel has proposed to account for this ev for ew as follows. 
Final -ew in the genitive of A stems having become -eo (by a 
change unparalleled in the dialects), was written -ev (δὲ 245, 427), 
and this ev forced its way into a medial syllable. Brugmann’s 
(Gr. Gr. § το) attempts to escape from the difficulties in the way 
of accepting such a change are artificial, and he cannot explain 
Oevpds and πυλευρός. The correct explanation is still to be 
found. 


Joh. Gr. 241, 241 B, Greg. Korinth. p. 447, Gramm. Meerm. 654, August. 
669, Birnb. 678,,, Vat. 699, Eust. 190859, say that the Ionic form is ὁρτή, 
which appears in Anakr. 54 and in Herodotos’, Herodas 545, 6:7 (ὁρτή 445 i8 a 
conjecture). That this statement is only partially true is evident from ἑορτή 
Oropos 18... That a purely prosthetic vowel should have the asper is irregular 
(ef. "Edprios in Attic, Roberts I 52), hence Bury’s attempt at etymologizing 
ἑορτή has at least the vantage ground of suggesting an explanation for its 
presence by attributing to the longer form an initial Ff: éoprh=fefoprn, 
Fp’ Foprh, as urvata from vrvata; ὅρτή on the other hand is=vratd. Cf. 8. B. 
XI 333. ἔροτις is doubtless to be kept apart from ἑορτή. 


2, €00. 

Yields either eo, €0, or ev; rarely εεσοΞεεου (?) as in δέους 
Hippokr. VI 384, cf. Hom. δείους, Hdt. ἐδέου VII 161. In the 
Tonic poets: Archil. ἀγάλλεο 66,, ὀδύρεο 66;, ἀπάγχεο 67, xapicev 
75, ἀλέξευ (-εο ὅ) 66,, yeved 75. (MSS. -od) Anakr. 2,; εὔχεο 
(or -ev, MSS. -ov) Phok. 33, ἵκεο, or -ev Anan. 1, (MSS. -ov). 
co in Λυκάμβεος Archil. 28; θέρεος Sim. Amorg. 759» παλιντριβέος 
7... Παιρισάδεος Pantikap. epigram, Kaibel, 773, which form 
occurs in prose, Bechtel, No. 119. Cf. the Attic Παιρισάδους 
No, 120, Παιρισάδου No. 122. ev is written in Hipponax, 19, 
δίγευς, 49. τριήρευς, and may be regarded as the successor of ¢o in 
Sim. Amorg. But tradition is worth little in such cases, as ev did 
not come into vogue at the stroke of twelve. The open forms 


τ Λευκί ἀ]ριος Styra 10,4, regarded by Merzdorf and Wackernagel as con- 
taining Aev-=Aew-, is an hypocoristic name for ἔΛευκόκαρος (Bechtel). 

ἢ ἑορταί Luk. Syr. 10, v.1., with ὅὁρταί in the better MSS. The MSS. of 
Anakr, 54 have ἑορτήν. 
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still hold their ground in the Ionic elegiac poets: πολυανθέος 
Mimn. 2,; ἄνθεος Xenoph. 1,, ef. § 532. In the language of 
the people εο, when contracted, was contracted long before the 
time of Hdt., who either preserves the open vowels in verbal 
forms or permits contraction, e.g. ἐπηγγέλλεο, ἐτράπευ. πείθεο and 
τέρπευ, ἐπίκεο and Bddev. For a complete chronological list of 
-eos, -evs In the genitive of κλεῖεσ- stems in inscriptions, see 
§ 527 ff. Herodas has εὔντων 2ς;, εὖσαν I5,, with an ev that 
occurs nowhere else in this participle. 

In derivatives from 6eds1, Θεο-, in Θεοφῶν Thasos, 83, ; 
-[κλ]ήίδης Keos, 44 B 6; -κύδης Keos, 46; -dwpos Thasos, 77 
B 8, Olbia, 131, 3, Halik. 240,,, Samoth. 236 ; -δοτίδης Miletos, 
Imh.-Bl. α΄. JL. 328, -xpivns 3313 -δοτος Tasos, 105,, Klazom. 
Head, H. N. 491, Sam. 221,, Chios, Paspat. 13; -δοσίη Phanag. 
164, 166, Theodosia, 127 (Stephani, Compte Rendu, 1866, p. 128), 
Lat. II 36; -γείτων Teos, 159,, Chios, Paspat. 3. Cf. Jahro. 
fiir Philol., Suppl. V 487, No. 47, X 29, No. 21, -γένευς 
Thasos, 78 C 5, -τιμίδης 78 C 4, -τιμος Styra, 19574. -Ππροπος 
Chios, 174 C 21, lasos, J. H. 8. IX 342; -φάνης Eryth. 206 B 63 
(1. a1, o4 have Oev-); -fpwv Eryth. 206 C τι (εἴ. Θε[ι]όφρων 
Eryth. 206 C 12); -πομπος ΤῊ. (L.) 6 C το. 


In Attic we often find @eo- in proper names in sixth, fifth, and fourth 
century inscriptions parallel to the same namesin Θου-. See K. Z. XXIX 138. 

The ε of θεο- is sometimes omitted (Θόκλος 19.5, Θοδίων 19374). Cf. Κλόδεινος 
Qo, and Megarian names in @o-, Mitth. VIII 189, 190. In reverse direction 
o is omitted in Θεκλίδης 199. See Baunack’s Studien, 1 229, ὃ 138, and Aroxic, 
§ 188, 16, 3. 


Names in Θευ-: 

-μαρ[ης) Eretria, τό B 25 (340-278); -Bovdos Naxos, 28 ; 
-Swpos Delos, 55, 339, Keos, 169;, Eryth. 206 B 42, Eryth. 207, 
Olbia, 1314,, 9, Teos, 161 (also Θευ- in Jahrb. fiir Phil., Suppl. 
IV 478, No. τό; IV 484, No. 45; X 31, No. 3); -προποί(ς) 
Miletos, τοῦς; Θευπροπίδου Smyrna, 15323; -δοσίη Pantik. 119, 
120, 122, Phanag. 165, 167, 168; -γνητος Smyrna, 15393 
-τιμίδης Smyrna, 1531); -ξεινίδης Smyrna, 15359; -€evos Eryth. 
206 B 24; -dduas Keos, 169,; -doros (Et. Gud. 139,,) Eryth. 
206 A 26, which is an almost Attic inscription ; -xpitos Eryth. 
206 A 29; -πομπος Eryth. 206 B 21; Θεύγνιδος Theog. 22. 
Cf. θεός Sim, Amorg. 7,, θεοῦ 744, and elsewhere θεός in 
poetry. On coins in Inh.-Bl. G. 17.: Θεύπορπος (Chios, No. 390), 
Θεύπροπος (Miletos, p. 646, correcting Monn. gr. 97). In the 


1 Brugmann, Berichte d. kinigl. stichs. Gesell. ἃ. Wissen. 1889, p. 41, compares 
Skt. ghords. In this paper Brugmann mentions all the etymologies that have 
been proposed of the much disputed word θεός, except the one which I have 
here provisionally adopted (θεός =*6fecos = Lith. dvesti). 
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fifth century we find the names of immigrant Ionians upon Attic 
inscriptions, e.g. Θευγόνης C. I. A. I 324, D 8. In genuine Attic 
names the contraction (ov) varies with the uncontracted form as 
early as the sixth century. After 200 B.c. we find e+o=e 
sporadically even in Attic words; Θευδόσιος C. 1. A. IT 445 E τό 
(160 B.c.). Eustath. 775,5 and 1387,,, Et. M. 448,,, An. Par. 
III. 242,,, Choir. 421,,, make mention of a θεῦν (ΓΑρτεμιν) 
without specifying the dialect. Cf. Kallim. frag. anon. 125, and 
devs VI 58. In Kretan we find Τευφίλω Mus. It, 111 617, 1. το, 
« €L0. 

z <eo in verbal forms is generally contracted in old Ionic 
poetry, the contraction being written ¢€o. MSS. of the lyric 
poets vary between ¢o and ev, the Attic ov sometimes having 
been brought in by the copyists in the case of the earlier poets. 
In Theognis’ later parts the ov is original. See under Conjuga- 
tion for the parallelism of εο and ev forms. All instances of ov in 
pure Ionic documents must be regarded as foreign to the character 
of the dialect. In Ionic prose ¢o varies constantly with ev, the 
former being perhaps the more common?. εο in verbs in -ew 
parallel to those in -aw is scarcely ever contracted in the prose 
writers (εἰρώτευν Hdt. III 140 Bd). On the genesis of this co, 
see § 688. 

On χρέομαι, 566 § 167. 

In adjectival forms : 

In adj. of material the orthographically old form is preserved 
till the latest times; cf, under E+ Q, E+ OI. 

Hdt. χρύσεος; χρύσεον 114 [ἡ 8, Zeleia, Wood, Discov. at 
Ephesus, App. 6, No. 1, Aphrodisias, 254, of the imperial period, 
Olbia, 129,12; Latyschev, [nscr. antiq. orae septentr. Ponti Luwini, 
T, Nos. 50, 54, 57, 59; 61, 63, 64, 70 (after Christ), Samos 220. 

Atveos Hdt. III 47; λινέῳ I 195, but Attic Awods Samos, 
2205; λινοῦν 220,, (despite χρύσεον 1. 18). The same inscription, 
dating from the middle of the fourth century, has ἁλοργοῦς 1. 23, 
-ody 1. 22, 30 (cf. Plato, Timaios, 68 C). χάλκεον appears in 
Pherekydes of Leros, 33 4, Hellan. 149, which fragment also 
contains χαλκοῦς and χαλκῆ. χάλκεον Samos, 224, an inscription 
otherwise Hellenistic. τὠργυρεῦν Hrd. 4,, is a unique form. 

ἀφνεός Theog. 188, 559, πλέος in Hdt. with some of the 
oblique case forms in πλεὺ- (see § 219, 3, and Bredow, p. 1 54), 
ἐπιτήδεος, ἐπέτεος, βόεος, χήνεος, adj. in -λεος are uncontracted ; 
S120 3090 OEE Olt. 

Jouns: eov Sim. Amorg. 11; ὀστέον Hdt. probably from 
*doreov, οἵ. Skt. dsthi. πόλεος, by-form of πόλιος, with the 
same inner hiatus which has prevented φύσεος, &c. in Attic from 


1 Greg. Korinth, 14 quotes only forms in eo. 
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being reyarded as direct descendants of the gen. -eos (nom. -Ys), 
Χρέος, ἀξιόχρεος are not beyond peradventure for *ypnfos. Τῇ we 
assume xp7-1os, we have the ablaut ypa-in χραισμέω. ΟΥ̓. § 286, 1. 

Pronouns: ἐμεῦ Mimn.14,, Archil. 92; pev Hippon. 62, Anakr. 
76, 81; rev Archil. 110. Herodoteian MSS. have both ἐμέο and 
ἐμεῦ. The forms in -ev are to be adopted. See under Pronouns. 
On ἐμεῦ, &c. in Homer, see van Leeuwen, Mnem. XIII 188 Gigs 
400 ΕΞ. ὁτεύνεκεν occurs in Hrd. 710. 

σου, found Hippon. 76, μου 83, ἐμοῦ Arch. 111, are Atticisms 
to be removed in favour of the forms in ev or εοθ. ov in Solon is 
correct. In Theognis both forms occur, and so in the later elegy 
and in the Anthology. 


288.| Η--Ο. 

The onic dialect early developed an objection to ἡ followed by o. 

no is sometimes preserved when F originally separated the two 
vowels. It is indifferent whether 7=I.E. ὦ or @ Such forms as 
do not show metathesis quantitatis are to be regarded as archaisms : 
ληόν Hippon. 88; παιήονα Arch. 761; νηός Arch. 43; παρήορος 
Arch. 56, (Hdt. and Attic μετέωρος). Are παρηρία: μωρία and 
πάρηρος (MSS. πάρερος)" ὁ μωρός in Hesychios Ionic? Αρηος 
Tyrt. 11, (Αρηο Arch. 48, according to Fick, for Bergk’s "Αρεω)", 
On Fick’s restoration Ἰόληος, &e., see § 160. Elsewhere no, 
whether=I.E. évo or dvo, suffers change to ew or eo (ev): Arch. 
58,, πλέως(Ὁ) ; Anakr. 94, πλέῳ ; Hdt. πλέος (πλεο-); § 219, 3. 
It is not true that ηο « do became only ew in Ionic, and 70=pan- 
Hellenic no, only €0. γηοχέοντι Hdt. VII 190 is unusual. 


289.] E+. 

It is a noticeable feature in the history of ew in Ionic, that 
in early lyric poetry it is not dissyllabic in a single instance, a 
fact that leads us to doubt whether the pronunciation in ordinary 
speech was invariably εὦ and not diphthongal®. «w in Ionic, 
when originating from jo, may at least in certain cases (ew) be 
regarded as a diphthong with three moras: though its ὦ probably 
did not contain two moras, as the e on the other hand may have 
had greater weight than a simple vowel containing a single 
mora, That ew is not a pure dissyllable is furthermore evidenced 
by the fact that it passes into a monophthong when actual con- 


traction results after a vowel, as in the A declension (§ 429, 2). 
The prose monuments of the dialect, and to a large extent the 


1 Solon, Παιῶνος 135;. Elsewhere may, see § 280. Hrd. 4 has Παίηον, cf. 
41 3 Mardy 4:5: } Ἵ ; 

2 F ig here in each case the intervening consonant. πόληος alone lies out- 
side of this category. On this form, see ὃ 445. In ἀλῇον Naxos 23 H=open e. 

3 The view upheld by Bechtel, that e in ew must have been pronounced 
because e appears in -ev which originated from -ew (ὃ 287, 1), cannot be 
accepted until it has been shown that final -ew actually did become -ev. 

5 


΄ 


258 THE IONIC DIALECT. [ 289. 


inscriptions, often unite in preserving the writing ew till a late 
period of the history of the dialect. The later writers in Ionic 
retain with considerable consistency the writing ew. 

ew in Ionic comes into existence from no=pan-Hellenic no, and 
from no=Aiolic and Doric do. As both no’s become eo, so may 
both appear under the form of ew. Cf. the remarks on E+O. 
On the retention in Ionic poetry of no where the later dialect 
adopts ew or eo, see under H +O. 

I. ew after expulsion of F. 

em may originate from «fw, nfw, the w of which is either 
original or due to contraction ; or it may arise from 7fo or nfo. 

ew from εξω appears in νέων Anakr, 100,, ἀνενεώσατο Ephesos 
147,, ἡδέων and in all genitives from «v/v stems, and the corres- 
ponding adverbs (πρηέως Hippokr. II 676), Πανταλέων [8805 
104,,, Κλυτιδέων Chios 183 A 7. Κλεώνυμος Smyrna 15319, 
Thasos 82 B g is from κλείο- wvvpos ; on Ἡρακλεώτης Eryth. 
206 A 38, Halik. 241, see § 219. ew is from ¢€+ofa or e+afo 
in νέωτα Sim. Amorg. 1,< véFofara, not from νεξοξετα ; θεωρός 
Theog, 805, Samoth. 236, from *@nwpds< θηξαξορός. Λεώδευς 
Thas. 77 B 4< Ano+aé- (Λεάδης Styra 1954. is=An(Fo)Fadns). 

ew from nfo<afFo generally remains open. ἕωθεν Arch. 83, 
while Mimn. 12, has the obsolescent Hos ; νεωποιέω Samos 2.22 ; 
μετέωρος Hdt., Hippokr., and Attic, μετήορος Hom. In connexion 
with this word we may mention éwpro in Hesychios=7jopro, for 
which we find ἄωρτο Γ᾽ 272, T 253. Furthermore in λεωργά 
Arch. 88, with which cf. Hesychios’ Aaopyds* ἀνόσιος. Σικελοί, 
and see below p. 265, note. λεώς Hdt., ᾿Αρκεσίλεως Styra 19,,, 
Λεώβριμος 194, show that ληόν was antiquated in the time of 
Hipponax (fr. 88). The change of ἃ to ἡ precedes in time the 
metathesis guantitatis. 

Diphthongal ew appears in Λεώφιλος Archil. 69. Cf. names 
in Aev-,§ 160. κυκεῶνα Hippon. 43,< *kuxjjoy (cf. κυκειῶ A 624), 
τεθνεώς Theog. 1192, Hom. τεθνηώς, Hat. ἑστεώς, τεθνεώς. 

ew is derived from pan-Hellenic fo in πλέως Anakr. 94, and 
perhaps Arch. 58,; and in ἱέρεω Olbia 128.5, 93, 5), from the 
nominative iépews Miletos 100,, tepewovvn Attic and Hdt. III 141 
(contracted in (Attic ?) ἱερωσύνη Eryth. 206 A 40), It also appears 
in the genitive of nu stems (with pan-Hellenic 7), where Homer has 
-nov. Later Ionic has -ewv, Homer -ηων and a few cases of -εων. 

ὦ perhaps from ew (original ἄξω). 

ξυνωνίη Arch. 86,:-- κοινωνία is from ξυνέων Ξε ξυνήων, Usd. Th. 
595, ὅοτ-- ξυνᾶξων, Doric ξυνάων and ξυνάν, Attic ξυνών. ΠΠοσει- 
δῶν is found Archil. 114, to which Ποσειδεών is to be preferred 
(Herod. π. μι A. 11, 6, Renner, p. 190). Ποσειδάωνος, by conj., 
Archil. 10; Hdt. has Ποσειδέων. 

2. ew after expulsion of σ. 
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The Ionic genitive in -ew= Homeric -do is represented on the 
Naxian inscription, No. 23, by no (Aewod{kHO), where HO is a 
diphthong, whose ἡ is not metrically equivalent to Homeric ἃ in -ἄο. 
_ 7 in the Tonic elegiac and iambic poets is a monosyllable ; 
in Hdt. we have βορέω for Bopéew, on which see § 429, 2. Upon 
inscriptions in the fifth century we find only -ew and -w; in the 
following century τεῦ comes to light as well as the forms from 
analogy to the -es declension. -w from ew « ηίσ)ιο appears in the 
forms ᾿Αννικῶ Chios, 174 C 13 (fifth century), ᾿Ασίω did. C 27, 
Πυθῶ aid. D 4, Λυσῷῶ D 17, which are the result of the contrac- 
tion of e+ reduced from eew. With ᾿Ασίω, cf. Παυσανίω Abdera, 
163,5- These genitives, as Bechtel has shown (Jon. Insch. 109, 
Sb. δ. X 280 ff.), do not represent a different period of the dialect 
from those in -ew. Those in -eew are probably grammatical | 
figments. Since upon the same inscription (e.g. 240) the forms 
in -ew and -6 occur, since -ew is a diphthong, and finally, since 
the ε of the genitive had not disappeared from the Ionic genitive 
in the third century 8. Ο., -ew and -6 must be mere graphical 
variations of one and the same ending. Μυχιέων Naxos, 27, 
᾿Ἑρμίεω Chios, 180, and ’Ayiew Olbia, 131, 11, are thought by 
Bechtel to owe their existence to the workings of analogy. As 
in Attic ᾿Αλαιᾶς, Θεσπιᾶς are older than ᾿Αλαιέας, Θεσπιέας, 50 
᾿Ασίω is older than ’Eppiew, ἀδικιῶν older than Μυχιέων. Cf. 
Dittenberger, Hermes, XVI 185. 

In Παναμύω Halik. 238,,, 240 A τι; Πακτύω Myl. 248 C 3, 
13; ᾿Αρχαγορῶ Halik. 240 B 3; Μικιννῶ 240 A 38; Βρώλω 
Ditt. Sy//. 6 D 22, we have the contraction. After 1, ew is fused 
in verbs, ¢.g. in the future. 

eo from now. 

ew is diphthongal in the gen. pl. A declension. ἀλῆον Naxos 
23, 1 regard not as=7o, as Fick takes it, B. B. XI 268, but as 
=ewv, the H expressing the open quality of the 6 sound (cf. 
Dittenberger, Hermes, XV 229; Blass, Aussprache,> 24 ff.). 
There appears to be no warrant for deriving -ewy from -nor, 
attested at best in this single instance. 


Attic τω arises from -ew (either from pan-Hellenie yo or Attic-Ionic m0) 
when either ¢ or w was tonic. Ionic resisted the operation of this law until 
a late period in its history. Whether accent position (+ no-, or -no +) should 
have produced co is not clear. It is, however, certain that unaccented pan- 
Hellenic yo became ew. Cf. Johansson, B. B. XV 169. 


ew, €@, from ecw, 
ἐών Amorg. 35, epigram, Mimn, 3; ἐών Xenoph. 2,,. Adverbs 
in -ews!: ἀδηνέως Chios, 174 B 12; Theog. 406, εὐμαρέως (so 


1 Greg. Kor. 451, Vat. 697, Hdn. II 388 ,=schol. 485. 
5.2 


΄ 
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Demokr, Mor. 22, Herodas V), σαφηνέως 963; νηλεῶς Anakr. 75, 
(<rndre€ws) as Hdt. ἀκλεῶς V 77, ἀδεῶς I 216 (-έως 3); ἀσφαλέως 
Archil. 58,, 66,; ἐμμελέως Anakr. 40, if glyconic (but see Ross- 
bach, Metrik 563); Hdt. τελέως, ἀληθέως, σαφηνέως, &e. Hippokr. 
ξυνεχέως, ἀτρεμέως (-ds occasionally in MSS.), Protag. νηπενθέως, 
Diog. Apoll. 6 ἀτρεκέως (sic Simpl., who has however ἐμφανῶς 1Ππ 
fr. 5), ἕο. Cf. -ὦ in the genitive from -εω. 

ew, ew, from eow in other forms. 

In the future of liquid verbs we find ew, never w, in Herodo- 
teian MSS. Archil., Hipponax and Theognis have épéw. In the 
participle Hdt, has ἀγγελέων, &e. εἰδέωσιν Halik. 238,,, Demokr. 
87, Attie εἰδῶσιν Ephesos 147, (300 B.C.). 

θεῶν Arch. tr. 255, Mimn. 2,, 9,, Xenoph. 1,,, Solon 4,, 133, 
but θεῶν 13,,, and Archil. 84,, Hipponax 30 A, Anakr. 65,. 
The form with synizesis is found as early as Hesiod, 72. 44. In 
the genitive plural of nouns of the sigmatic declension both -ewy 
and -ewy oecur in poetry, see § 537. The prose form is always 
open. 

3. ew after expulsion of yod. 

From -n.o- we have ew in διψέων (--ο--Ἰ Archil. 68, διψέωντα 
Anakr. 57, according to Fick (B. B. XI 265), for διψῶντα. 

xpéwpat, the genuine Ionic form (whatever be made of Hdt.’s 
χρέομαι in P from II 77 on) 15Ξ-- ἔχρηιομαι. See δῷ 167, 687. 
Hdt. has χρέωνται, ἐχρέωντο, χρεώμενος. From χρῆν, pronounce, 
χρῆσθαι, interrogate an oracle, we have in Hdt. ypéwoa, χρεώμενος, 
ἐχρέωντο (P here too éxpéovro V 82, VII 141). From σμῆν, 
διασμέωντες IT 37 (Stein, Kallenberg, -σμῶντες) ; hence ἐξέσμεων 
TIT 148. If νῆν is the Herodoteian form, we would expect ém- 
véoot IV 62; if νεῖν, then ἐπινέουσι. 

e.w from ew in verbs remains uncontracted in the MSS. of the 
prosaists, though contraction may have ensued by the year 500 
B.C. In the poets ew is a monosyllable or is actually contracted. 
Under the head of Contract Verbs are given the forms in ew, ew, ὦ. 
A few verbs in -aw become -ew (εἰρωτέω, dpéw, φοιτέω), § 688. 
Here too are to be classed participial nouns: προμαχεών Hdt. 
(προμαχῶνες Teos, 159), Attic form); ᾿Αρκέων Styra, 19,7; 
Φιλεωνίδ[ ε]ος Thasos, 73. 

ὀστέων Archil. 84. 

πόλεως (occurrences under § 486), a genuine Ionic form, from 
πόληος. Johansson, δ. δι XV τόρ, proposes to explain the ew 
of πόλεως on the theory that if the accent fell upon a syllable 
preceding or following no, ew and not ὠ, is the result. Cf. Attic 
yew-< γη(ι)ο- In λεπτόγεως, γεωμετρία, Hat. γεωπείνης (Greg. Kor. 
114), γειωπείνας, γεωρυχέω, γεώπεδον (γηοχέω VIT 190). -εως 
from -yos in {868 ἐ 460]. is not contracted in any dialect. 
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Adjectives denoting a material retain the uncontracted! form 
until far into the imperial period. ἀργυρέω Olbia, 129,33 χρυσέωι 
Ephes. 147,, Latyschev, /uscr. antig. orae septentr. Ponti Bux. 
I, No. 67, Wood, Discov. at Ephesus, App. 6, No. 1. But 
χρυσέῳ Mimn. 11,, and one case of -ὧῶι, Latyschev, ὦ, ὦ, No. 57. 


Adjectives in -deos with but a few exceptions fail to contract any 
form: ἀργαλέῳ Tyrt. 12... See § 263, 1, ὁ. 

In superlatives from stems in -εος-, ¢.g. τελεωτάτη Demokr. 128, 
On Ἡρακλεώτης, &e., see § 219. 

In the pronominal declension we find ἡμέων, ὑμέων : see Brug- 
mann, Gr. Gr. § 96. 

Suffix -εων in dvdpedv, ποδεών (Bekk. Anecd. I 8,,), φαρετρεών, 
&e. in Hdt., ef. πυλεών Demokr. 60. 

4. ew where no consonant intervened : 

apéw Hipponax, 75, from *adijo, cf. Hdt. ἀποστέωσι. In Hat. 
the ew of the aorist passive is not contracted (ἀπαιρεθέω, ἑσσωθέωμεν, 
φανέωσι). 

Hyper-Ionic -ewy occurs in the gen. of consonantal stems, οἵ οὗτος, in 
πεπέων Aret. 290, ἄς. See § 480. 


290.| H+. 

nw 15 preserved as an archaic form ; e.g. in’Hods* Mimn, 125, 10» 
and in Hdt. through the protection offered by F (és from *avows, 
K.Z, XXX 422, note 2). On Archil. 83 ἕωθεν, see Bartholomae, 
K. Ζ. XXIX 522. Elsewhere H+(F, 4, o)+Q becomes εω, 
whether 7=a or pan-Hellenic 7. 


291.] E+T. 

The elegy still preserves év-, if the possibility of this reading 
may be regarded as a criterion (ἐυπλοκάμου Arch. 11 ; ἐυφροσύνη 
Xenoph. 1,; ἐυστεφάνου Theog. 1339; cf. 548, 574), while εὖ is 
permitted (Archil. 19, Theog. 639, 845, &c.). Jambic poetry 
‘records εὖ in εὔφρῳν Sim. Amorg. 799» εὐτυχεῖ 7.5. εὖ Iy,- In 
Anakr, evédepa 76. 


292.] O+A. 

Tip οΓῶ. 

αὐτώδης according to Apoll. Dysk. Pron. 94 C, whereas we read 
αὐθαδέστεροι Hdt. VI 92%. Compounds of ἄναξ : χειρωναξιέων 
Hdt.; Σιμώνακτος Hippon. 55 B; Ἱππώνακτος Hippon. 13, cf. 
An. Ox. II 225,, (Choirob.); ᾿Αριστώνακτο Chios, 177,0: Ἑρμῶναξ 
Tasos, 104,,, Eryth. 206 B13; Δημώνακτος 206 B 21, Thas. (L.) 


1 χρυσέῳ, apyupéw are quoted from Homer as Ionic by Joh. Gr. 242. 


2 Cf. Et. M. 440,,. ἢ : 

3 αὐθάδης is from αὐτα-αδής (ἄδος) or a’rat dhs (ἦδος) not, as Aristotle 
and some moderns think (cf. Wilamowitz, Herakl. 1243) from αὐτοάδης. See 
Κι Z. XXVIII 130. 
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4 B 10, 14, Thasos, 81 B 4; Τιμῶναξ Thasos, 75 B 4, ᾿Ανδρῶνα( ξ) 
Imh. BI. G. Ml. 377 (Chios) ; Μανδρῶναξ Klazom. ὦ. ἐ. 257, Ποσι- 
δῶναξ Ephesos, ὦ. ὦ, 279 A, Head, WH. N.491. It seems not easily 
credible that in most of these compound proper names the 
termination -wvaé should be due to the influence of such names 
as Πυθῶναξ (which depends upon Πύθων) ; and that there should 
be merely an echo of the vocative ὦναξ in the names of the Ionian 
aristocrats. See Wackernagel, K. Z. X XIX 143, who would even 
set aside χειρῶναξ as an example of the contraction of ofa to o. 

πρῶτος from *pofaros (or perhaps from *zpwfaros), Keos, 43:6» 
Styra, 194;- Other examples of ofa=o are κυματώγη Hdt. LV 
196, IX 100, ὠσί Anakr. 21,< *daror, Hom, ovar- < ovcar-. 
ovact Sim. K (Ὁ) 85,. See § 255 and Schmidt’s Neutra, p. 407. 
On Hippokr. aris (dris) VI 356, see Littré. 

o(F)a uncontracted in ἀκήκοα. νεοάλωτοι Hdt. IX 120 is felt 
to be a compound. 

2. οσὰ 

=o in κακίω Archil. 6,; κρέσσω Anan. 3,; ἀμείνω Theog. 409 
[πλείω 907, not certain]. Hdt. has ἐλάσσω, καλλίω, ἀμείνω, πλέω, 
&c., as well as the ν forms. Hdt. αἰδῶ 1 8 (Greg. Korinth. ᾧ 35, 
says αἰδοῦν is Ionic); ἠῶ Hdt. IT 8. 

3. Crasis (cf. Greg. Korinth. § 29): ὡπόλλων Hippon. 45, 
τὠντικνήμιον Hippon. 49,, τὠρχαῖον, ὡνήρ, Teyahpa, τὠληθές In 
Hdt., ὥνθρωπος often in Hippokr. render ἅμ, Thasos, 68 A, very 
noticeable, if Fick (G. G. A. 1883, 126) is correct in regarding 
it as=d ἄμ. o+a results in a in Eleian, Argolic, Korinthian, 
and in other dialects of the Doric ciass. In Attic we find a in 
᾿Αθηναῖος, τἄγαλμα Mth. III, Ὁ. 230, 5 (before 343 B.c.), and 
also in πρῶτος ἷ, τὠγάλματος C. I. A. I 322 A 75 (transcribed 
by Kirchhoff rot(a)y-). The parallelism of Attic and Ionic 
makes it probable that o+a may become ὦ and a. ᾿ΑμοιβίχουΞε 
6 ’Au- Abu-Simbel (Roberts I 130) cannot be cited as evidence, 
since the name is not that of an Ionian. Absence of crasis is 
frequent upon the inscriptions ; e.g. τὸ ddos Halik. 238,,. 

oL-+a IM @AAoL: ὦλλοι μέν par αἱ τοιαῦται συναλοιφαὶ τῆς dev- 
τέρας εἰσὶν ᾿Ιάδος, ἣ “Ὅμηρος οὐκ ἐχρήσατο“: Schol. Apoll. Rhod. 
A 998, 1081 refers the form to the νεωτέρα Ids. Cf. Theokritos, 
XVIIL 17. ὧλλοι Hdt. 1 48, ὥνθρωποι VIL 11, dvdpes IV 134; 
ov+a in τὠπόλλωνος Chalkis 13,,, Halik. 298... Naukratis, e.g. I 
6, 68-70, 72, 74, 76-79, 81-83, 139-141 (but τἀπόλλωνος 156-158, 
250, 257-258, &¢c.); τὠγῶνος Teos 156 B 32; but τοῦ ᾿Απόλλωνος 


1 Unless πρῶτος is for ἔπρωβατος. 

2 Cf. Hdn. 11 344,=Et. Mag. 821.9. The form ὥὦλλοι is found in MSS. of 
Homer, and was read by Zenod. B 1, K 1, but rejected by Aristarchos in 
favour of ἄλλοι because of his belief as to the absence of the article from 
Homer ; see ὃ 258 on Aristarchos’ ὥριστος. 
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Amphip. 10,,, Eretria 15,;, Milet. 98, τοῦ ᾿Αφυάσιος Halik. 
238... With τἀπόλλων[ος] in the inscriptions of Naukratis, ef. 
ἅμ above. τἀνθρώπου in PRd Hdt. 11 121 (ὦ and τἀληθές in 
PR VII 139 are not easy to defend. In Hrd. 4,, τοῦ ἀλέκτορος 
1s scriptio plena. 


293.]70 +A. 
In aceus, pl. of A stems ὁ- ἃ « avs remains uncontracted. 


294.] O+A. 

Σῶνδρος Amorg. 32 is rather from <ocwy=ow before vowels 
(Spitzer, Laut?. des Arkad. 43, 44) than from caso. See ὃ φῆ, 
᾿Ωρίων Miletos 93 (Pindar ᾿ΩὩαρίωνα) and in Homer, though Nauck 
proposes to substitute Qaptwy- for ᾿Ωρίων-. Cf. Menrad, p. 13. 
ζωάγρια Hdt. IIT 36 recalls Σ 407; elsewhere ζωγ- with accented ὦ. 

The MSS. of Hdt. have both ἥρωα, μήτρωα, and, by analogy to 
the vowel declension, ἥρων, πάτρων. 

By crasis: ὦνθρωπε Hdt. I 35, Theog. 453; ὦναξ Anakr. 2, 
Hdt. IV 150, 155, VII 141, ὦνδρες Hrd. 2,5; τὠπόλλωνι 
Miletos 96, 97, Naukratis, Roberts I 132 ¢er, and very many 
times in the inscriptions discovered at Naukratis ; τὠκινάκῃ 
Anakreon 136 (Et. Mag. 514..)]. The article does not coalesce 
with the following word in τῶι ᾿Απόλλωνι Naukr. I 2, 345-6, 
Milet. 93; τῶι ’AwoAA[@vilor Halik. 238,,, an inscription that 
refuses to adopt crasis. 

Synizesis: ἐγὼ ᾿Αμφυταίην Hrd. 5,. 


295.] O+E. 

1. ofe yields oe and ov in the poets. Arch. ἱμερόεντα ὃ, 
στονόεντα G1, αἱματόεν ᾿ς, χρυσοέθειρ 121; Mimn. ἀλγινόεσσαν 
11., αἱματόεντος 14,; Anakr. ἐρόεσσαν 17,, δακρυόεσσαν 31, 
δακρυόεντα 945, κεροέσσης 51,3 Xenoph. ἀλγινόεσσαν 2,; Pho- 
kylides ἱμερόεντος 33. ἀνθεμεῦντας (ov?) Anakr. 62,, χαριτεῦν 44 
(ov? or, preserving χαρίεν, read y. yap ἦθος (ἴσχεις)), Βατουσιάδης 
Arch. 104,< Barods=Bardes, are the only examples of con- 
traction in forms of -oeis; see § 314. In Homer -oes does not 
become -ots, hence Aristarchos’ Awrotvra M 283 is suspicious. 
There is evidence making for the late date of the passage. 

In the compound τε(σ)σερακαιεβδο[ μη |Qovrovrns Paros 58, oF e 
is contracted; cf. Arrian’s τεσσαρακούντεες Q;, τριακοντούτεες 0). 
In the adjectival and participial formations: Τειχιού(σ)σης 
Miletos 28 (Τειχιοξετιης); Mapadotvra Eryth. 201,,; θανοῦσαν 
264, Adesp., στέγουσαν Keos 47,,; Φοινικοῦσσαι Hek. (Steph. 
Byz. s.v.), Ἑρμώνοσσα Chios 174 A 2, 4 has been read by 
Blass -voveca, but is properly an example of vowel assimilation ; 
in Hdt. Οἰνοῦσσαι, Σελινούσιοι, ᾿Οπούντιοι, Συρακούσιοι (on Συρα- 
κόσιος see above, § 255). o¢ remains open in Μολόεντα Hat. 
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IX 57, Mupixdevra Hek. 209, Σολόεντος Hat. II 32, Αἰγιόεσσα 
I 149, μελιτόεσσα VIII 41, Σκολοπόεντα IX 97, τριηκοντοέτιδας 
VII 149, but these are all forms out of date in Hdt.’s day. oe 
also remains open in εὐνοέστερον Hdt. V 24, Hrd. 6,5. 

The concurrence of a stem in ¢/o and -epyo- or -ἔεντ-, as the 
latter member of a compound, is dealt with in the dialects in 
different ways. The original ablaut form, -Fopyds, gave way at 
an early period to -Fepyds, as is shown by Homeric δημιοεργός 
p 383. See Curtius’ Studien, VIII 213; δὲ 149, 150 above; A. 
P.A. XVIII 95,158; Meister, 6. 2). 11 41, to whom I owe much 
of the material given below; Bennett 28 ff.; Johansson J. /. C. 
το Τῇ. 
Ἢ The vowels are uncontracted. 

ὀβριμοεργῶν Kallin. 3; ἀγαθοεργῶν Hdt. I 67, ἀγαθοεργίην 
III 160, ἀγαθοεργίαι 111 154 in PR; δημιοεργοί VII 31, and 
so the editors in IV 194, despite all the MSS. It is not 
easily credible that the Ionic of the fifth century should have 
differentiated between ἀγαθοεργός and κακοῦργος. Hither the 
forms were open or they were closed. But exceptions might 
be made in favour of ἀγαθοεργοί, δημιοεργοί if used as technical 
expressions. λυκιοεργέας Hdt. VII 76 (sic Athenaios; PR 
λυκοεργέας, reliqui λυκερ- ; cf. below III B); Σ]ελινόεντ[ 1 Selinus 
Ο. D. 1. 3045 A 9; ὍὉπόεντι Lokris, C. 1). 1. 1478 B 33; 
Μυρικόεντα Hekat. 209 ; παντοέρκτεω Herodas 54,5. 

II. The vowels are contracted. 

(A) o+¢€ becomes ov. 

On forms in Hdt., see above. 

mavadoupyéa Xenoph. 33; Λυκοῦργος Styra 19,,; and Chios 
(Paspat. p. 39); κακοῦργος, κρεουργηδόν, ὑπουργέω, ξυλουργέω 
Hdt. (Stein, Preface, 1111}; ἐπικαινουργεῖν Dem. Mor. 201s 
ἐριουργῆσαι Vita Hom. 4; Eoavovpyins Luk. Syr. 343 μουσουργίη 
Astr, 10, Vit. auct. 3; λειτουργοί, δημιουργικόν Arrian 12,; 
ὑπουργήματα Kuseb. Mynd. 10; κακούργων Hipp. III 238; 
ὑπουργῆσαι Hipp. ep. 14,. Τηιουργός, Μιλησιουργής, Χιουργής, 
in the inventory of the temple of the Delian Apollo (8. C. H. 
VI 29=Ditt. Sy//. 367) are too late (185-180 B.c.) to be cited 
as evidence. So too in North-West Greek, δαμιουργός Phokis 
(Ditt. Sy/Z. 29459), of the second century B.c., Argolie, ὦ. 2. 
38926, δαμιουργήσας Kameiros in Rhodes, Revue Arch. XIV 336, 
No. 59; Lokris, ᾿Οπούντιοι C. Τὴ. I. 1503, 1504, A 2, B 2, 
1505, 1509 B, 1510 (Hdt. VII 203), ᾿᾽Οποῦντι 1502, (all late 
inscriptions); Σελινοῦντιος C. D. I. 3044, Megara (so Bechtel 
edits, but in his note suggests NeAwovr-). The Megarian dialect 
contracted ὁ - to ov even in an early period (the inscription is 
written βουστροφηδόν). The uncontracted form too held its 
ground in Selinus (above 1). 
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Contraction to ev has been assumed on the strength of Kapixevpyéos Anakr. 
ΟἹ, as written by Bergk for Strabo’s Καρικοεργ-. This contraction belongs in 
the same class as ἐδικαίευν with hyper-lonic ev, ὃ 690. The form is handed 
down with -oepyéos by Eust. 3675;, γος» Et. Gud. 297,43, schol. Iliad © 193 
(where kaptepyéos is also read, see III B below); cf. Et. Mag. 489, where 
Flor. adds καριοεργ-. 

Aeoupyds, Dorie according to Photios for Attic and Ionic Aewpyds (Archil. 
88, Prometh. 5, Xen. Mem. I 3,9), is a mistaken form. "With Aewpyds compare 
the adv. λέως which the grammarians called Ionic. Archil. 112 has λείως 
τε τελέως. 


(B) o+¢€ becomes ὦ according to some scholars (Roehl, G. 
Meyer, Blass) where syllabic hyphaeresis and lengthening of the 
first vowel are preferable. ὦ 15 however certain in: ἀμπελωργικά 
Herakl. Tables II 43; Τελφῶσσα, a spring in Boiotia (Ahrens 
I 173) and elsewhere (see Pape). But the usual form is 
Τελφούση, and ov appears in Τελφούσιον St. Byz., Τέλφουσα in 
Arkadia, Τελφούσιος, &e. 

III. In the following forms it has been thought that either ε 
or o has been expelled. Some of the cases of the supposed loss of 
ε may be explained as arising from -o + Fopy, épy being lightened 


to opy, as ὄντ to -οντ΄΄. 


(A) €is expelled in ἅλοργήν Samos 22045, 16» 39, ἅλοργά 22056, 
ἁλοργοῦς 220, ἀλοργοῦν 220,5, 39, GAOPYAS 220υς, Tapadopyes 
220,1, δημιοργοῦ 220,9. ἱροργίαι is the reading of ABC in Hdt. 

83, where ἱρουργίαι is usually edited. δημιοργῶν Samos, 20. 77. 
XXIU, 313, 1.1. In the other dialects we find δαμιοργός Andania, 
Cauer 47,,,, first century; Megara, Mitth. VIII 191, No. 5, 
Cauer 104,, (Aigosthenai, third century); Knidos, Cauer 166, 
(first cent.) ; Kameiros, Cauer 187, (conj.)*; Astypalaia, B. C. H. 
VIII 26 B 7, 8 (in an inscription from Amorgos); Telos, Cauer 
169, ; Argos, Cauer 48 (conj., fifth cent.) ; Arkadia, C. D. I. 1181, 
(third cent.), B.C. H. VII 489 ; Boiot., Mitth. VI 3045, 9; Achaia 
(Ditt. Sy/Z. 182,, (second cent.), 242,, (second cent.)), B.C. H. 11 
97, 1. 16; Lokrian, C. D. I. 1476,,; Oianthea, C. D. 1. 147915 
(fifth cent.), 1480 (fifth cent.), Pamphylia, C. D. I. 1260 (late), 
1261 (late). Cf. Dumont, Cé. 138 ff. Also in ᾽Ολόντιοι in 
Krete, C. I. G. 25543, ‘O|movtiwy C. D. I. 1478,,, οἵα (fifth 
cent.), as we find ONONTION on the older coins (Ὁπόεντι aa) 3 
Σελινόντιος, as Bechtel proposes to read C. D. I. 3044, Selinus 
instead of -ουντιος. 

(B) o is expelled. 

δαμιεργός Nisyros, Ditt. Syl. No. 1959 (about 200 8.0.); 


1 This lightening of long vowel before the two consonants is here not due 
to the operation of the old principle which effected this change. In the late 
dialectal period of the language the old principle was resuscitated after having 
fallen into abeyance. 

2 For δαμιοΟΥΓήσας. 


- 
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λινεργής Lykophr. 716. Both are doubtless due to the influence 
of ἔργον. Cf. § 149. On Καριεργέος, see II B, note. : 

1. In infinitives of -ow verbs, o + Fev (or σεν) or o+spurious εἰ 
has invariably yielded ov. ὀρκοῦν Halik. 238,,; βεβαιοῦν 2404, 55 
also o + Fev=ov as in δοθίν)αι Priene 1443; διδοῦν Oropos 185, 55» 
Thasos 72,,- ῥιγοῦν Hdt. V 92(n)=Attic ῥιγῶν (ῥιγω + εν); 
ῥιγοῦν occurs after Plato. We should expect ῥιγῶν in Hadt. 

2. OO€. 

Becomes ov regularly ; 6.9. μείους Xenoph. 3,; ἀμείνους V 78, 
πλέους II 8 (πλείους 1. 4.) 120 (πλείους in all MSS.) are the 
only contracted forms in Hdt. of the nom. pl. of these compara- 
tives. Compounds of ἔχω (-oxo-) are always contracted, ¢.9. 
πατροῦχος Hdt. VI 57. 

3. ove. 

In verbs in -ow, ove invariably becomes ov. See under Con- 
jugation. 

4. Κλεουμπόρου Lampsakos 171 is from κλεο + ἔμπορος. 

5. Crasis: in lyric poetry: προὔθηκε Arch. trim. 38; τοὐπί- 
Onua Hippon. trim. 56; προὔπιι!εν Hippon. trim. 39,; προὔδωκα 
Theog. 529 ; mpo- is not contracted in the Ionic of Hdt. Lukian, 
Syr. 24, Hippokr. ep. 17,,, Herodas 3:5. have mpov-; but Arrian, 
Ind. 223, 344; Euseb. Mynd. 21, 41, Hippokr. ep. 27,5, apoe-. 
Crasis occurs also in οὕτερος Hdt. I 34, 134, III 78 (ἢ ὁ é-); 
rovrepov Hdt. I 32, 186, rodrépov Sim. Amorg. 7115», and also 
in Hippon. 18,;, where in Vit. 2 it is glossed by ἰωνικῶς (a 
striking example of the crasis of ἕτερος in Attic is οὑτέρᾳ in 
Aristotle’s ᾿Αθην. πολιτ.); τοὔργον Herodas 45.» 7191; Τοὐναντίον 
Euseb. Mynd. 2; but τὸ ἐλάχιστον Hdt. 11 13, τὸ ἔσχατον VII 
229, τὸ ἔδαφος VIII 137, though erasis is probable. ov+e in 
τοὐρμοκράτεος Prokon. 103,3; οὕνεκ᾽ Sol. trim. 37,, Theog. 854, 
1349, οὕνεκεν Herodas 1,,, 2.1»; 63,3 τοὔνεκα Theog. 488, Luk. 
Syr. 33, 39, 54, τοὔνεκεν Xenoph. 2,,. This ov is not a diph- 
thong. 

6. Aphaeresis occurs in ποταμοῦ ᾽πανέρχομαι Anakr. 23, κοῦ 
᾽στιν Herodas 590. Synizesis in προεκπονῇ Sim, Amorg. 22. 


296.| O+H. 

Τ ὉΠ η: : 

ofn is always uncontracted in compounds the stem of whose 
first member ends in -o, 6.5. κακοηθίη Demokr. Mor. 22, ac- 
cording to Stobaios, χειροήθης Hdt. 11 69, νοῆρες Hrd. 7.5. 

οἴη also remains open in ἀθρόην Arch. 35, &c. én Hdt., Hrd. 
434» gg, Alolic Cola< ζω-. 

ofy = in ὀγδωκονταέτη Sol. 20,. The vocalic sequence in 
ὀγδοήκοντα not lending itself to the verse, the poets use ὀγδώκοντα, 
e.g. B 568, Sim, Keos 146,, 147,; ef. ὀγδοήκοντα Kaibel Hpigr. 
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120;. Hdt. has ὀγδώκοντα and so Arrian 10, (-onxovta Dibner). 
On this form in Ionic, see Eust. on B 568. The contraction 
ensued through the influence of ὀκτώ : cf. τετρώκοντα, πριῷ (πριόῃ) 
in the Herakl. Tables. See § 207. 

In the verbs Bodw, νοέω: Hippon. trim. 1, has ἔβωσε (ef. 
Hesych., Suid.) for ἐβόησε of the MSS.; Anakr. 60 ἐπίβωτον, 
Hdt. βῶσαι, ἐβώσθη, Hrd. Boca for βώσῃ 353, βῶσον 4415 45° 
In Homer we find ἐπιβώσομαι, βώσαντι: in Theokr. XII 35 ém- 
βῶται: Hesychios records βωθέοντες, βώσομαι. From νοέω (Greg. 
Kor. § 94, Eust. on B 568, Et. M. 601,,): Hdt. ἐννώσας, -avra, 
vocaueros Theog. 1298 [νώσωνται was a former conjecture in 
Sim. Am. 1,,], vevwpévos Anakr. 10. Demokr. vécairo is at- 
tested by Philodemos De Jra. According to the monuments the 
contraction is sporadic, Anakr. too, (eleg.) having ἐβόησε, Hdt. 
βοητός, Teos βοηγιῶν, Mitth. XVI 292, Sol. 136, προνοήσας, 16, 
νοῆσαι, as pseudo-Hippokr. περὶ τέχνης and often in Hdt., who 
has also νόημα, νοήμων : Lukian, Astr. 17 has ἐπενοήσαντο. 


There is no ground for the contention that there are themes in yw and Bw 
comparable to Homerie and Herodoteian ζώ-ω, and that these, not the con- 
tracted von and Bon, are the base of the forms adduced above. See Merzdorf 
in Curtius’ Studien, VIII 221. 

βοηθέω (or Bonfoéw)=Aiolic βαθόημι seems to be genuine Ionic despite 
the Hesychian βωθεῖν (βωθέοντες) which Kirchhoff holds to be the proper 
form. See Veitch s.v. Hdt. has BonOéers (-εῖς Ὁ) βοήθεε (-εἰ Ὁ) ἐβοήθησε : 
Erythrai 204,; (middle of fourth century B.c.) has βοηθήσω. βοηθεῖ occurs in 
pseudo-Hippokr. περὶ τέχνης. 

Kratinos and Aristophanes have preserved instances of the contraction of 
Bodw in the common, every-day speech of Athens. βο[ι)ηθήσαντες in C.I.A. 
II 121,, (338 B.c.) contains the glide: (§ 220). In later Greek (Ptochopro- 
dromus II 104) βώθα is read. 


2. OL7). 

Contracted in ἀλλογνώσας Hdt. I 85, perhaps through in- 
fluence of ἀγνώμων, ἀγνωμοσύνη. μισθῶτον is from μισθόητον: 
but μισθοῖς, μισθοῖ are indic. forms used as subj. Hdt. uses 
neither διπλόη nor διπλῆ, but Hippokrates has διπλόη as a 
substantive (cf. Bekk. Anecd. I 25,,). 


297.| Q+E and 2+H. 

I. wfe. 

ἥρωες in Samos 225, and in prose literary monuments, repre- 
sents a class of forms that is never contracted. 

dcov Sim. Amorg. 11. Cf. diov in Sappho 112; @dv in Hat. 
II 68 (Stein, though many MSS. omit the zo/a); Hesychios 
quotes @Bea as Argolic. ξ 

Aphaeresis occurs in ὦ ᾽ταῖρε Arch. tetr. 85, ὦ ᾽ραννέ Anakr. 


93 (cf. Sappho 77, 88), τῷ ᾽τέρῳ Hrd. 3.5. 
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2. o+n in πρῶν Hrd. 54. as in Kallimachos. Homer has 
πρῴην, Hdt. πρωΐην. 


298.] ΟΞ. 

1 Ὁ: 

Becomes οἵ and οἱ in Ionic poetry: ὀιζύς Arch. 52, ὀιζυρῶν 
Theog. 65; and so we generally read in Ionic prosaists. οὐ in 
οἰζρόν Sim. Amore. 7,,, οἰζν Hrd. 7.9; τρισοιζύρην in Archil. 
129 shows that about 700 8. Ο. of could become ot. κοϊλώτερα 
Anakr. 9, (ef. M. Schmidt, 22. Mus. XX 304). 

οἰωνός, not ὀιωνός in Theog. 545, Solon 13,, and Hdt. That 
ὀΐω in Homer has no trace of any meaning but ‘think’ is an 
objection to Hinter’s etymology (K. Z. XX VII 607), which refers 
ὀΐω < ὀξιω to ὄξις Gord, a word that lies at the base of οἰωνός. 

ois: monosyllabic nouns that contain a diphthong, separated 
originally by Ff, are in Homer generally dissyllabic in the nomina- 
tive and accusative cases, but refuse to admit the diaeresis in the 
oblique cases. This holds good in Ionic poetry as late as the 
sixth century, at least im the case of παῖς. dis dues, ὄιν ὄϊς, are 
the rule in Homer; but in the other cases both οἵ and δὲ occur. 
For the later Ionic it is difficult to say which form should have 
the preference, on account of the paucity of poetical forms. dios 
is a conjecture of Schweighiuser adopted by Bergk in Anan. 5,, 
where Casaubon read olds; otherwise we have no evidence. ὀΐ is 
called by Aristoph., Peace 930, an ᾿Ιωνικὸν ῥῆμα. Stein (Preface, 
li) maintains that dis, οἴεος are the correct Herodoteian forms, 
and Bredow (p. 173) writes οἵ in all cases, even in ὀΐσπη, ὀϊέῃσι. 
If παῖς is the Ionic form of the fifth century, it is difficult to see 
why Bechtel’s οὖν Thasos 68 A is not correct. 

ὀϊστός is written in Hdt. by Bredow and Stein, but incorrectly 
as I think; Λητοίδης Theog. 1120, where -οἴδης is metrically 
possible; ἀθροΐζομαι Archil. 60, 104. 

καταπροΐξεσθαι Hdt. (cf. προΐσσομαι Arch. 92, 130); προῖκα 
Mykonos 92155 91» 99) &e. (Makedonian period). Ionic is πρόϊκα, 
according to Et. Mag. 49.5.5, An. Par. IV 55,.; the form προίξ 
is read in the spurious Hipponaktian fragment 722. Cf. also 
Orion 82,, who accents the form προΐκα. 

2. Οοσι. 

αἰδοίην in an epigr. in Bechtel’s collection, adesp. 264.3; aidotos . 
ΑὙΤῸ 1]. 691. 


299.] Q+1. 
Except in suffix syllables (-wios), w before « is preserved as an 
1 Tzetz. Ex. Il. 1013. 


? On the relation of προΐσσομαι to προΐκτης, see Ascoli Krit, Stud. DP. 332. 
(Germ. ed.), Fick, B. B. VIII 330. 
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archaism in the earlier phases of Ionic poetry by the echo of the 
lost F, as in λωΐων Sim. Amorg. 750 (the personal use, which is 
not epic); λώϊον Theog. 424, 690, as in Homer; Adios 800, 
Adia 853, but λῴα 96 (see Bergk on v. 800); Owi Arch. 109= 
θωή, Attic θωά (ef. Lokrian θώϊ ἔστω, or θωιήστω, in OOIESTO, 
C.D. 1.1479); ἀθώϊον Thasos 71,); ζωΐων Sim. Amorg. 12. 
the only instance of the open form (cf. éeov in Sim.), elsewhere 
ζῷον, as in Hdt. Some MSS. have ζῶιον or Gov: οἵ. Lukian, Astr. 
6, 10, where ζῶα is read, and see 77. U.1 8. φώϊδας is, according 
to Renner p. 186, to be read in Hipponax 59; Bergk’s φῷδας 
is however the correct form. The fact that all Attic inscrip- 
tions before 100 B.c. have ow w renders more surprising the fact 
that in the MSS. of Hdt. the zo¢a does not appear. In Homer 
we have σώζων (ε 490). There can be no doubt that in Hat. 
σῴζω is to be read. 

Adjectives in -wios: πατρώϊος (Greg. Korinth. p. 441, quoting 
Homer) Theog. 521, and in three epigrams on inscriptions 
(Delos 525, 264 une. loc., Latyschev II 37); πατρῴας Theog. 888, 
1210, and so often in MSS. of Hdt. though wi is ordinarily held 
to be genuine Ionic of the fifth century. In Naukratis II 743 
the open form ZwuAos or Ζωΐλος is certain. The absence of the 
additional iota in the case of Tpwfros 816 and Ζωίλος 825 does 
not show that the combination ow: of these forms was differently 
pronounced from that in 743. Thus we read πατρώϊος, μητρώϊος, 
ἡρώϊος in Hdt. (Bred. 175); ἠρώϊον Eryth. 201, (cf. ἥρωϊ): πρωΐην 
Hdt. VIII 6 (Attic πρῴην, but Herodas πρῶν 5,5), a8 πρωΐ Hat. 
IX sor, Hipp. II 682. From the MSS. of Hdt. it is impossible 
to determine beyond doubt whether -wios or -wos was the actual 
form. Most editors write the forms as given above, while for 
a preference of the MSS. may be made out in the case of ἠῷος 
Hdt. VIL 157 (= ἠοῖος IV 100, 160), a poetical word used by 
the historian, ’AyeAdos!, Tpwds, Κῷος (on Κέος, see above, § 286), 
odv. In Homer we find Tpoios (but Τρῳή), ᾿Αχελώϊος (ef. C. 1). 
I. 1199). Is πρώϊρα Et. M. 6925, (Hdn. πρώειρα) Ionic? 

300.| I+E. 

ισε does not contract in fep- in Hdt.’s ἀρχιερεύς, καλλιερέω, 
Ἱερώνυμος. As regards ἱερός the MSS. of Hdt. have ve in the 
majority of instances, but 7 in some cases without any variant. 
Hekataios 284 has ἱρή but immediately before ἱερόν (both in the 
MSS.), Herakl. ἀνιερωστί 125, Hellan. ἱερόν 150. The closed 
form derives a weak support from Greg. Korinth. (ὁ 66)”, who 
states that ιε = 7 in Ionic, but in § 67 quotes ἱερέας from Hat. 


1 Perinthos 234 B 23 and a Samian coin in Brit. Mus. Num. Chron. 1882, 
255 (Head H. N. 517), have Αχελώιος. 

55 ? / 

2 ipeds, tpnt ; ipds Joh. Gr. 241 B, Gram. Meerm. 654 ἰρεύς Hust. 51537, cf. 
162363 ἴρηξ Eust. 92044, 1248.3, 173417; Phavor. on ἱστία. 


΄ 
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The text of Herodotos, in reproducing the occurrence of both 
Homeric forms, cannot per se be held to guide us to the genuine 
Tonic form in use in the fifth century. Arrian has ἱερήϊα 18,0. 
Hippokratic MSS. generally prefer ἱερός, and Littré regards this 
as the correct form ; ἱρός (eipds) however occurs (cf. A. 27. X LIT, 
439, note 1) in περὶ φυσῶν 14 (VI 110) in A, and often in περὶ 
ἱερῆς νόσου in 0. The testimony of the poets is without great 
weight: Sim. Amorg. 7,, ἱρά with v. ὦ. ἱερά, though ὦ ὦ for — is 
not here permitted according to Fick; 24, ipwort is nothing but 
a conjecture; Anan. 1, ἱερῶν (a very obstinate passage), ἱερ- 
Archil, 18, Solon 4,,, Theog. 545. Avpoll. Adv. p. 162, (Schn.) says 
that ἱερωστί was the form used by Anakr. (149). Here 4 has 
ἱερωστί, ὁ the form with ip-, cf. Trypho frag. 69. Immediately 
below in Apoll. ἱρωστί is to be read with Ad, not ἱερωστί with 
Uhlig. In 124 ἱερόν occurs, but the frag. does not belong to the 
Teian poet; in 16, the MSS. have ἱερόν, for which ἱρόν is now 
read. Herodas has ip- 479, 55» 975 94. Ln the inscriptions we find 
but few cases of τρ-, but these occur in the three geographical 
divisions of Tonic: ᾿Ιρομνήμων Abdera 163,, before 400 8.0.7; 
"Ion, or ἽἹρή 267 adesp., cf. Il. TIX 150 and An. Ox. IV 412,53 
Amphip. 10,,, ἱρόν (367 B.c.), a sure proof that tpo is Ionic; 
IHPON, for HIPON = ἱρόν, Thasos 70, ἱρόν 71,, (i)pet 714, (but 
ἱερέα 1. 7). ἰερ- or tep- is far more frequently attested :— 

500-400 8.0.: Eretr. 15,4, 39, Oropos 18 (18 times), Miletos 
1004, g,,, Amorgos 230, Halik. 238., ςς- 

400-300 Β.0.: Keos 48; Thasos 71, (also ipo-); Miletos τοῦ, 
2; Tasos 10414, 16; Zeleia 1135,, 533 Pantik. 119, 122, 123; 
Theodosia. 127; Ephesos 147,,; Eryth, 2017, 4, 2045» 52» 55] 
Samos 2215,; Mylasa 248 B 8, C 4, Chios, 6. P. W. 1880, 
p- 1195, 1. 20, and Paspates 9g. 

300-200 B.C.: Thasos 7219, 33,143 Olbia 128; Eryth. 206 very 
many forms. In still later times: Teos 158,,, 16) 22» Ephesos 150 
(Hadrian), the form ἱερῆ. 

From this evidence we cannot but conclude that both forms 
existed contemporaneously in Tonic, and that it is vain to 
attempt to draw a sharp line between them. As long as the 
only form that we have from Chalkidian has 7, and as long as 
the genuineness of the Thasian and the Abderite 7 is unassailed, 
it is beyond the lines of sound argument to hold with Fritsch 
that ipés in Herodotos is borrowed from the epic, and that ἱρός in 
Homer is Aiolic. If evidence of inscriptions and MSS. is to be 
taken for anything, Hdt. used both forms as he used κεῖνος and 
E€KELVOS. 

The pseudo-Ionists fluctuate to such a degree that their 
testimony can scarcely be brought into court. There appears to 

? This disproves Erman’s statement, Stud. V p. 297. 
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be a slight predominance of the open form, which is the only 
form accepted by the Vita Homeri. 

Whether ἴρηξ is contracted from ἱέραξ, or whether it is the 
older form, is still uncertain. 


The explanation of ἱρός from *icpdés is shattered by the Aiolic ipos : ἰσρός 
would have become, and remained, in that dialect, ippos. The Homeric ἱερός 
appears to be due to the ictus. Of the tragedians Euripides is the first to 
permit himself perfect freedom in the choice between ἱερός and ἱρός. Din- 
dorf’s procedure in adopting ἱρός in the tragic poets cannot be defended. 
It is found in the MSS. of Soph. but once (O. K. 16). Hoffmann, D. M. 6. 
p- 22, suggests that ipés is the descendant of *icipés, whose medial 1 is the 
schwa or minimum vowel=Skt. a in ishards. Prellwitz, Deut. Litt.-Zeit. 1890, 
p- 1538, proposes to account for ἱερός (parallel to *icipds) by the assumption of 
an ablaut-form iséros. This would be the more probable if the word had 
dactylic measure (ef. ποικίλος for ποικιλός). But see Allinson, 4. J. P. XII 49 ff. 


301.| I+ H. 

πολίτης with primitive irns is of course not contracted from 
πολιήτης, 6.5. Anakr. I,, Demokr. 215, as was formerly held; 
a view as incorrect as that of the pleonasm of the 7 (Bekker, 
Anecd. IT 524,). μυθῖται, read by Bergk in Anakr. 16,, is not 
from μυθιῆται (Apoll. Lex. Hom.114;). The latter form is to be 
adopted, the metre being zonzcz a minore. On ἴτης see K. Z. XX XI 
343. ufy in μελιήδης, &e. 


302.] T+ 

vi in the dative of v stems must have become w by the fifth 
century (ἰλυῖ Theog. 961, as Homeric 6.(vi), though written with 
the diaeresis by editors of Hdt. vi could not be fused in 
πολυϊδρείῃσιν Theog. 703, &e. 


111. Combination of Vowels and Diphthongs, and Diphthongs 
and Diphthongs (crasis). 


303.] The combinations of vowels and diphthongs will be 
treated in the following order: 
a+at, ate, a+ol, a+av, a+ev, a+ouv. 
eta, ΕεΈ ει, &e. &e. &e. &e. 
o+at, O-+ εἰ; 
n+ a, n + ει, 
@+al, @+ ει, 
Combinations of a:+at, αἱ: αὖ, &c., are placed under the 
head of a+ at, &e. 
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804. A+AL 
ac+ar=ar in kalerds Arch, ep. 86, (v. 7. καὶ alerds). 


305.] A+El. 

I. afe. A. a+genuine εἰ. 

ἀεικής Hdt. III 33, VI 98, &c., Hippokr. II 316, Sol. trim. 
36,,, eleg. 5,, Theog. 811; ἀεικέλιος Sol. 4,;. ἀεικές in the 
epigram in honour of Kimon (Plutarch, Avm. 7) is Ionic, not 
Attic. Hence the epigram itself was composed by an Jonian 
(Kirchhoff, Hermes V 57). ἀϊκῶς XXII 336 does not show that 
ἃ - εἰ can become d+7; but that d+% (aFixjs) may remain open 
or be contracted, as in αἰκιζοίμεθα Sim. Amorg. 1,4, καταικίσασα 
Herodas 5,, (cf. also 2,, and 2,,). Neither ἀικῶς nor αἰκιζοίμεθα 
can be derived from ἀεικ-. Hence Fritsch’s contention (V. H. D. 
20) that the contraction of ae. to a: had ensued in Herodotos’ day 
is at least inexact. The existence of the shorter form and the 
character of the composition of the word may have prevented 
ἀεικ- from being contracted to ἀκ-ὄ. ἀείδω is not a parallel 
instance. αἰκέλιος Theog. 1344 may be a parallel form to 
ἀεικέλιος (cf. Smyth, 4. J. P. VI 439). Lukian has both ἀεικής 
and ἀεικέλιος. 

ἀείδω Hadt., Arch. tetr. 57, Anakr. 655, Sol. eleg. 20,, Theog. 
533, 939, ἃ line that may belong to Mimnermos (Schneidewin 
ἀειδ-, MSS. δ-), 1065, &e., Herodas 1,,(?). a+genuine εἰ, when 
contracted, can yield only a, never a: Archil. 123 ἄδων (Schneid. 
ἀείδων, cf. Theog. 533), Anakr. 45, ddw (though here we might 
read μέν γ᾽ ἀείδω : ἄδω 15 a conj. of Valckenaer). Theog. 243 has 
ἄσονται, as Hymn V 2; Herakl. 59 has συνᾷδον and διᾷδον. The 
contraction of a+genuine εἰ (G4)! is as old in Ionic as that of 
a+spurious εἰ (ἃ). ἀείδω in Hdt. is perhaps due to the pera- 
χαρακτηρισμός which affected archaic forms. In compounds 
the MSS. unite in having -odos, but as regards ἀείδω they 
disagree. ἀοιδός has a technical colouring and preserves the 
archaic form. lLukian has the open ἀείδω in every case, while 
Arrian has ἐπάδονται (10). 

B. a+spurious e either remains open or is contracted in 
Tonic to long a. Ignorance of this fact has led to great con- 
fusion in the minds of dialectologists and editors of Herodotos 
as to the propriety of admitting αἴρω into the text of the lyric 
poets and of Herodotos. Homer has both defpw and αἴρω, and 
both forms must be accepted as genuine Ionic. That the MSS. 
of Hdt. prefer deipw to αἴρω, and that ἀείδω and ἀεικής are 
always read in the text of the historian, have led Dindorf and 
Stein to adopt ἀείρω, though its εἰ has nothing in common with 


1 Cf. gin Attic from afi, ὃ 169. 
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that of ἀείδω or ἀεικής. Archil. 94, has παρήειρε; Luk. d. d. 8. 
§ 36, 52, Astr. 11, Abydenos 5, Euseb. Mynd. 9g, 33, have ae, 
and so Aretaios, 216, 224, 265 (elsewhere the other form). The 
‘contracted forms are ἄρειεν Sim. Amorg. 7,3 ἐπάρει Ephesos 145 
A 2; ἐπᾶρας 145 Ag (fifth century)!. αἴρω is found in Hip- 
pokrates, II 660, V 618; ἐπῆρται V 648, ἐπήρθη II 688, 706, 
ξυνήρει II 628; in Polybos’ περὶ φύσιος ἀνθρ. 7 (VI 48) A has 
αἴρεται, the other MSS. ἀειρ-. Arrian’s Jud. has the contracted 
forms. See § 165. 

ἀείρω and αἴρω are to be separated, so far as their genesis is 
concerned, the former representing 4d-Fep-.m, the latter Fr-.0 
(Brugmann, K. Ζ. XXVII 197, Solmsen, K. Z XXIX 355). 
In Attic αἴρω got the upper hand. Though the desire to rescue 
open forms in the Ionic of Herodotos, and to exclude contracted 
forms from his text, has led to the exclusion of αἴρω, the genuine 
interrelation of the forms offers no obstacle to its acceptation. 
Whether ἀείρω has been inserted by copyists on the strength of 
the chief Homeric form, is another question. It is, however, 
probable that both forms have a claim to existence in the Ionic 
dialect of the fifth century. 

a+eu is uncontracted in δαείς Solon, 13,,, and Κάειρα A 142 
and Hdt., the masculine form of which is derived from Karp 
Kdepos, &c. (Lugebil, Δ. B. X 303). a+spurious εἰ becomes 
ἃ in Hom. φαεινός, Attic φᾶνός (Lukian φαείνομαι Syr. 32), and 
perhaps in infinitives in -av; see K. Ζ. XX VII 197. 

2. aver (ει genuine) becomes ἃ in ὁρᾷς, τιμᾷ (Doric τιμῇ) and in 
the ‘Attic’ futures διασκεδᾷς, ἀποδοκιμᾷ: Herodoteian Ionic has 
no form in -ee. < -αει in the verba contracta, these forms being 
reserved for pseudo-Ionism. 

By crasis: xei Hrd. 4,5. 


806.7 A+OI. 


1. aFo. remains open in ἀοιδός Hdt., Xenoph. 5, (ἀοιδοπόλων), 
Solon 29; ἀοιδή Hdt., Theog. 251, 792, since these words are 
heirlooms ; ἀοίκητος Hdt. 

Contraction ensues in 947 Sol. eleg. 1,, Hippokr. II 686, as 
Hymn IV 495; ῥαψῳδός Bechtel 260, found at Dodona, but 
ultimate provenance unknown. 

2. aot is contracted to ῳ in all optatives (vix@ev, νικῷτο). 

3. Crasis of a+ οἱ is omitted, 6... in τὰ οἰκ[ (ja Halik. 238,,= 
tokia Hippon. 205. 

AI+OI in κοί ἰ]νοπίδης Chios, 174 C 21-22 according to 
Blass, where others read κ᾽ Οἰ[ἰ]νοπίδης ; καὶ οἰκίων Halik, 
238.9. 

1 Hdt. MSS. have ἀρθείς more frequently than ἀερθείς. The latter form 


occurs in Anakr. 19 and Luk. Astr. 15. 
Ἵ: 
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307.) A+ATY. 

Crasis occurs in ταὐτά Eryth. 204,,, Hdt. HII 72, &e.; but 
there are many cases of ra αὐτά in Hdt., ey. IV 114. So 
Miletos 100,; Zeleia 1137. 

AI+AY. αἱ αὐταί Hdt. V 69; καὐχένα Theog. 536; καὐτά- 
ypero. Sim. Amorg. 1,9; καὐτός Teos 158,;, in the ancient 
papyrus Philol. ΧΙ] 748 1. 6, and Herodas 2,,; but there 
are several cases of καὶ αὐτός in Teos 156 A and B and 
Amphipolis 10. 


808. A+OY. 

τιμῶσι Ionic-Attic (ov spurious). In some cases the MSS. of 
Hdt. show in the third plural traces of the appearance of the -ew 
forms from the -aw type of verb; § 688. 

AI+OY: κοὐ Anakr, 88,, Herodas 6,9, κοὐκ Anakr. 86, 
Theog. 1342, Sol. 13,), Hippon. tetr. 83, papyrus PAéz/ol, XLI 
648 1.15, Herodas 21; Ἴ. δῶ; Fare KOUXL 2... Κβούδε 1} ΟΝ 
κοὐνομάκλυτον Sim. Amorg’. 751» see ᾧ 252. 


309.| E+ ΑΙ. 

1. εβαι in Κλεαίνετος Naukratis 139 C; [ovy]xéa Halik. © 
TAS 

2. €at remains open in several instances in the poets (see 
δῷ 606, 608). The closed forms are, however, so frequent as to 
convince us that an uncontracted ε(σ)αι in Hdt. in the present 
and future middle is probably an archaism, certainly after a 
vowel (xapij). The only case where cat may be defended as 
probable is when it is derived from -εεαι, e.g. nm φοβέαι VIL 52 
(P φοβέεαι). -εεαι in Hdt. cannot be defended. δινέαι 1s found 
in Anakr. 12 B and derived from δινέεαι. 1 have not observed 
an instance of 2 pers. sing. pres. mid. (Attic βούλει after 378 
B.C.). In the future the editors now read κομιεῖ, χαριεῖ. Dindorf’s 
χαριέεαι displays the tendency of the scholar who has largely 
brought about the current conceptions of the nature of Tonic. 

3. erat in adj., even in those denoting a material, =a: in Await 
Samos 220,,. In these adjectives -ew: remains open. In nouns 
Hdt. has μνέαι ; yéar Zeleia 113,,, γαλαῖ Hrd. 7,,. See on De- 
clension. 


310.] E+EI. 

1. «fe. remains open in ῥέει Mimn. 5,, πλέει, πλέειν, ῥέει 
Hdt.; is contracted in δεῖ Hdt., Hippon. 6, Anakr. 98, Teos, 
158,. (See on the Verb.) Hdt. has εἴκοσι and not the epic 
ἐείκοσι, aS Xenoph. 7,. €+spurious εἰ becomes εἰ in KAE- 
νοφάνης Keos, 44 A 11; ΚλΕν[ο]γένης Keos, 45; Κλείνανδρος 
Thas. (L.), 16 A 5; κλεινός in Solon, 105. 
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2. eet is found in the open forms in Herodotos and the other 
writers in Ionic prose, e.g. in ew verbs (Greg. Kor. § 14) and even 
in the pseudo-lonie ὁρέει, φοιτέεις. In the MSS. of Hat. -εεὶ is 
generally contracted after a consonant, but after οἱ it usually is 
open. In direct opposition to this writing is the language of the 
inscriptions (see -ew verbs). The only examples in the poetry ! 
of native Ionians where the contraction is not graphically expressed 
are κερτομέειν Arch. 64, φιλέειν Arch. 80, δοκέει 1, Sim. Amorg,, 
where the metre in each case calls for εἴ or έει. In the future 
of liquid verbs Herodoteian MSS. have -ée, -éers, though 
contraction is well established in pre-Herodoteian times. After 
t, -eew is always contracted in Hdt. in the future infinitive. 
Stein’s adoption of F’s θεσπιέειν VIII 135 15 out of the question. 
An aorist -εειν (ἰδέειν, &c.) does not exist in Ionic prose ($ 604). 

ἀδείη Hdt. VIII 120, &c. < *ddeein. 


311.] E+OI. 

1. efor. Hdt. πλέοι, ἔμπλεοι ; Anakr. 84 ἐοικότες (Hdt. οἶκα, 
&c., without reduplication). 

2. ecot in θεοί (ὃ 287, 2) Hipponax 93, Theog. 142, but 
elsewhere θεοί Archil. eleg. 9,, Solon 139, 553 θεοῖς Archil. tetr. 
56,, θεοῖσι 55, Tyrt. 5,, Solon 11,, 35. 

3. eo. in -ew verbs is contracted im lyric poetry and in 
inscriptions, except in ἀνωθεοίη Teos 156 A 11 (47°/, B.C.) with 
obsolete orthography. In the seventh century the form in -εοιη 
must have béen usual. Hdt. has both forms (καλέοι, φρονέοιεν ; 
ποιοῖ, ἐπιχειροῖεν, φοβοῖτο), the latter representing the ordinary 
Tonic of the fifth century. Other Ionic writers in prose usually 
have the open forms. See under ᾧ 651. 

In adjectives of material co. is thus written, even im the 
imperial period: ἀργύρεοι Wood, Discoveries at Ephesus, App. 6, 
No. τ; χρυσέοις Latyschev, I 22 (Olbia)=C, 1. G. 2059. See 
§ 287, 3. Adjectives in -adeos rarely contract ; αὐχαλέοι Xenoph, 
3, but γηράλεοι Anakr, 43,. 


312.] E+ OY (spurious). 

1. efov. ᾿ 

πλέους Hdt. I 194, κενεοῦ Melissos 14; πλέου, read by 
Mullach in Melissos 14, has no MS. support. (Κλεουμπόρου 
Lampsakos 171, has its first ov from ὁ + ε.) 

2. ἐσου. 

ἐούσης Mylasa 248 C 5, ὅτο., μεδεούσηι Phanag. 164, Samos 
216 (see § 74). θεοῦ Sim. Amorg. 7104: 


1 Blegiac poetry, though under the influence of the epos, has in almost 
every case the contracted form, In Theog. 221 δοκέει is certain. 
T 2 
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+ εἰου. 
ὥς εοντ- is generally contracted in verbs in -ew in the poets. 
The MSS. of Hdt. vary: cov is often retained, but sometimes ev 
appears after a consonant. -eov in the other prosaists 1s more 
frequent than ev. The writing ev for cov shows that «+ ov was 
treated like ev=eo, and that no “regard was paid to the difference 
in quantity. 


515.) O+AL 
ofat in κροαίνω, Homeric and Archilocheian (fr. 176). Arch. 


uses the word in the sense of ἐπιθυμέω according to the scholiast 
on Z 507. Cr An Par ΠΠ δ». 


314.] O+EI. 

I. οἴει is uncontracted in μηνοειδής, ἀνθρωποειδής Hdt. ; τρο- 
χοειδής Hdt., Theog. 7; ἰχθυοειδής Hdt. VII 61 is a different 
formation from ἰχθυώδης VII 109 (with -édys borrowed from 
εὐώδης Ὁ); ἀποειπών Theog. 89. 0+spurious εἰ in -oevs In Σολόεις, 
&e. ; also in ἁλοργοῦς Samos 2.20,,§ 295. (dev, Porson’s reading 
in Sim. Am. 1» 18 probably from τὰς; the vulgate reading, 
found also in Herakleitos 86, 92. See δὲ 200, 657, note 1. 

2. ores becomes ot in verbal forms: διδοῖ Sim. Amorg. 754. 
Mimn. 2;,; on μισθοῖς, μισθοῖ indicative and subjunctive, see 
§.296, 2. We have 0+spurious « perhaps in μισθοῦν ; see § 295, 
z at end. 


315.| O+ OI. 

ololL=or In μισθοῖμεν. oFot ἴῃ ἀθρόοι Hdt. III 109, σόοι, &e. 
By crasis we have τοἰκ[ὀἤπεδον Chios 174 D 18, which is the 
erasis to be expected in Attic. In τῴκίδιον, the usual reading in 
Clouds 92, the vowels would seem to be fused quite irregularly, 
and this has been regarded as a unique exception, where the 
form has called forth any comment at all. But here Rav. has 
τωκίδιον, while over the w an ot is written; in VY we have 
TOKLOLOV. 


316.] O+ AY 
IN @vTds (or wbrds) ; τὠυτό, when fused (Attic ταὐτόν Herakl. 57), 
ἐμεωυτοῦ « ἐμέο αὐτοῦ, σεωυτοῦ, ἑωυτοῦ in Hdt., Hippokr., and 
their imitators. 

In Hdt. VIII 43 we find τὸ αὐτό. ov+ av in dvrof II 168; but 


ot αὐτοί I 182, VIL 168; sometimes even ἑωυτοί 5 appears. 


1 Cf. ωὐτός E 396, according to La Roche. Good MSS. have ὠυτός ; (ef. 
Joh. Gr. 242 wiirds). Herodoteian MSS. generally place the coronis on the w. 
Bywater writes ὡυτός Herakl. 127 (whereas Clemens has wirds), and durh 
Herakl. 69 is thus read in Hippolytos. Greg. Korinth. p. 419 had the absurd 
notion that witds (sic) stood for αὐτός. Analogy went so far as to coin 4 out? 
(sic), ἡ @uTh, τὰ ὠντά, τὰ ἑωυτά, ἣ EwvTh in the text of Aretaios. 

ἢ ἐμαυτός in Pherekrates is a poor support for this form of the pronoun. 
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ov+av in τὠυτοῦ Hdt. (Greg. Korinth. § 46), upon a single 
oceasion (III 72). Elsewhere τοῦ αὐτοῦ, e.g. V 52, IX 101. ov, 
it will be remembered, is not diphthongal here. 


Similar forms occur in Pindar (τὠυτοῦ Ol. XIII 38, révro Ol. I 48) and in 
Theokritos (ὡυτός XI 34, τὠυλίον XI 12). Cf. also Acharn. 790 τὠυτῶ. In the 
above passages the coronis is placed upon the v. 


317.] O+ OT (spurious). 

1. ofov. ᾿πποθόου Chios 1774; but ἸΠολύθρου Teos 158., 
(late) ; ζοοῦ Archil. 6 3 is due to Porson, who thus corrected the 
vulgate (wot; νόου Theog. 223, Arch, tetr. 56,; περιρρόου Hat. 
1 174, καλλιρόου Anakr. 28; ἀντιξόους Hdt. VII 150; but εὔνου 
VI 105 in all MSS., as ἔσπλου VI 33. 

2. olov< oovT-=ov In μισθοῦσι, &e. 

3. o+ov becomes ov by erasis in τοὔνομα Hdt., often written 
τὸ οὔνομα. οἱ +ov in οὐροφύλακες Chios 174 A 14-15, 19. 

318.] H+Al. 

noat becomes 7 in βούληι Thasos 68 and so in ἴδῃ Hdt. IV 9. 
Synizesis occurs in μὴ αἱ Hrd. 759. . 

319.| H+ EI. 

ηξει in ἤειραν Hdt. 1X 59, ἀπήειραν VI gg (conj., MSS. -jparv) ; 
mapnepe Arch. 94,. See § 305. ὕὑλήειν Arch. 74, the conj. of 
Bergk, is hazardous, though the word is found Choirob. IT 717,, 
(who quotes also ὀφρήει») and though τιμήειν is attested by Hdn. 
IT 275,, 632... The lengthened -oew, by false analogy from 
-oets, has no better support than Apoll. Rhod. 


820.] H+ AT, OY. 

δηῦτε Archil. 60, 104, Hippon. 78, Anakr. 13 B (conj.), 141. 
ue 75 01, 03,,°06,' 59,01; ἢ ovr) Πα TV 8. Herakl 50, 
So too τῇ αὐτῇ, never with crasis, despite ὠυτός, τὠυτό. Aretaios’ 
text offers ὡυτή 52, and even 7 ὠυτή 158 and often. Synizesis 
occurs in ἢ οὔρους (MS. ὄρους) Hrd. 2,,. 

321.] Q(I)+ AY, &e. 
in τὠυτῴ Hdt. I 5, but τῷ aire VI 58 (P τὠυτῶι, ὦ twird). No 
example as yet has been found upon inscriptions. In ἐγὼ αἰτίη 
Hrd. 9,4, ἐγώ εἰμι Hrd. 5,; (as PAilokt. 585), we have examples 
of synizesis of ὦ - αἱ and ὦ + εἰ. 


Apocope. 


322.] Apocope in Greek is found only in the case of preposi- 
tive prepositions which were originally adverbs of place. Only 
those Hellenic dialects that developed a literary prose are averse 
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to the admission of the apocopated forms. Apart from the 
license of poetry 1, Attic literature can show but a trace of the 
admission of the forms in question, So too in Ionic, the develop- 
ment of an artistic prose has destroyed whatever chance of life 
this process may originally have possessed. Even in the poetical 
monuments the instances are extremely rare. See on ἀνά and κατά. 
In Ionic as in Attic inscriptions there is not a single instance. 
In Herodotos we have ἄμπωτις II 11, VIL 198, VIII 129 (see 
§ 715), ἀμβολάδην IV 181, ἀμπαύεσθαι 1 182, ἀμπαύονται and 
ἀμπαυστήριοι 1 181, ἀμβώσας I 8, ἀμβώσαντες III 38. 

The attitude of the language towards apocope is one of the 
most marked characteristics of the dialects. Doric, Auolic, 
Thessalian, Boiotian, &c., are here separated by a great gap from 
Tonic-Attic. 


Sentence Phonetics. 
Elision. 


323.] Ionic inscriptions are tenacious to a considerable degree 
of the scriptio plena in the matter of elision or non-elision. 
The following table, drawn up from the inscriptions in Bechtel’s 
Inschriften des tronischen Dialekts, will give an approximate 
idea of the frequency with which elision occurs. The pre- 
positions, conjunctions and particles, and also the pronouns, 
have been the guide posts which directed to the study of the 
frequency of the occurrence of this phenomenon. It may be 
noted that in but two cases, outside of poetry, is there any 
elision of the final vowel of a substantive [Amphip. 10, ]. 11 and 
22]. In the following list metrical occurrences are starred. 


Euboian Tonie. Island Ionic. 

; _| Non- Non- 

ELIsIon een ELISION ΤΣ 
Olynthos . : 2 I Naxoste en) fare 4* τ 
Asn p hippies. 3 ο Arkesine. . . i* ο 
Other Chalkid.. 2 ο Keos Ae 2 
Eretria 3 2 Ι JeNROES ον ὦ wot 2Ὲ τὸ 
τορι. 2 | 4 Thasoss Ge. 5 iS 
Adespota. . . No. 22 ἘΒΑΤΟΣΣ nemate fa) ‘ret 


* Most frequent in Aischylos. Kirchhoff believes that the instances of 
apocope in the Attic poets are survivals of a period when Attic had not yet 
developed an artificial objection to its presence. 

* See also on Movable nu § 340, and on Assimilation, § 411. 
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Asiatie Tonic. 


Non- Non- 

ELISION ee ee ELIsIon Beis 
Miletos Ι 4 Abdera 3 ο 
Tasos fe) 2 Chios . Wt fe) 
Zeleia . I 6 Maroneia. . . ο 6 
Theodosia ο Ι Irae τ τς iy 17 
Olbia . ο I Samos . 53 3 
Naukratis ο Ι Halikarn.. 4 6 
Ephesos ° 4 Mylasa. ; ο 3 
Teos 3 9 Uncertain loc. . | No. 261* 


In the text of Herodotos elision is less frequent than in Attic. 
According to Bredow (p. 202 ff.), elision is more frequent than 
the retention of the final vowel in the case of ἀμφί, ava, ἀντί, 
ἀπό, διά, κατά, μετά, παρά and ὑπό., When a relative pronoun 
follows the preposition, elision is regular. ἀλλά very often suffers 
elision, and δέ, μηδέ and οὐδέ, εὖτε, ἔστε frequently. It is rare 
in the case of τόδε, ὧδε, τε, οὔτε, μήτε, εἴτε. ὥστ᾽ occurs only III 
104, and ἔπειτ᾽, τότ᾽ never. Very rare are γ᾽, dp, τοῦτ᾽, ταῦτ᾽. ἅμ᾽ 
is always a preposition, never an adverb, -ro in verbs occurs only 
before av. 

Elision is admitted into the text of Herakleitos, except in ὑπὸ 
ἑνός QI. 


Aphaeresis. 


324.| See under +<¢,0+¢,@+¢, In an oracle given by Hdt. 
VIL 220, it is better to read ἢ μέγα ἄστυ ’pixvdés than to elide 
the v. 


THE CONSONANT SYSTEM OF IONIC. 


325.| Ionic differs but slightly from Attic in the development 
of its consonantal system. The differences concern chiefly the 
guttural series. In the following sections, wherever the Ionic form 
is equivalent to the Attic, and adopted by literature, reference is 
made only rarely to its counterpart in the other dialects. Thus 
Ionie γυνή = Boiot, Bard is noticed under ΒΟΙΟΤΙΑΝ, βάραθρον -- 
Arkad. ζρεθρον under ARKADIAN, 


1 One metrical. 2 Two metrical. 
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326. | The ancients held that Ionic permitted the expulsion of an initial 
consonant or consonants, ¢.g. y)ata Greg. K. 446, An. Bachm. IT 365,, Gram. 
Paris. 676; ἀστράπτει, Lonie and Attic, Bachm. II 365,,, Paris. 676 ; λ)αιψηρός, 
Ionic and Aiolic, Herakleides apud Eust. 8424,; λ)είβειν Greg. Kor. 446, Gram, 
Aug. 669, Paris. 676, Vat. 699, Birnb. 678, An. Bachm. II 365,). See 
Schmidt’s Neutra, Ὁ. 199; πλ)ευράξ, Ionic and Aiolic, Hust. 842,,; é)xeivos, 
Tonic and Attic, An. Bachm. II 365,,, Paris. 676 (ὃ 564); τ)ήγανον (ὃ 191) 
Eust. 1862,., where it is called Doric though used by Anakreon 26=Athen. 
VI 229 B, where the form is expressly stated to be Ionic, and as such used by 
the poet ; cf. Eust. 24445, 70lis'3 φθ)έρρω Eust. 8425. Though none of the 
examples quoted can be explained upon the principles of sentence phonetics, 
or as analogues of such forms as στέγος, τέγος, so inveterate is the error con- 
cerning the possibility of this decapitation that some of these instances 
reappear in modern books, such as Blass’ edition of Ktihner’s Grammar. 


Liquids. 


On aspirated medial p, see § 399 (Amorgos), § 400 (Naxos). 
327.| Variation between A and P. 


᾿Αλαλίη in Hdt. does not manifest the repugnance to the 
succession of \’s which gave rise to κεφαλαργία, &e. ᾿Αλερία was 
the later name of the Corsican city. 

κλίβανος in Hdt. II 92 (cf. Eust. 975,,) is the equivalent of 
the Attic κρίβανος (Athen. IIT 110 C), though κλίβανος may be 
defended in Aischylos, frag. 321 D. That the form with A 
found admission to comedy is evident from κλιβανίτης ἄρτος" 
᾿Αμειψίας ᾿Αποκοτταβίζουσιν (quoted by Rutherford, Phrynichus, 
p. 268). The Et. Mag. 538,, calls the form with A Doric, and 
Athenaios /. ὁ cites κλιβανίτας from Sophron. But Sophron 
seems also to have used the p form, which is vouched for as 
having been used by Epicharmos. 

᾿Οροφέρνης Priene, Anc. Gr. Inser. 3, no. 424, 6, represents the 
original better than ᾿Ολοφέρνευς C. 1). 1. 3549, 20, Knidos. 

The island of Amorgos (’Auopyés) was also called "Ajodyos 
according to Steph. Byz. 8. v., Arkad. 47,,=Hdn. II 475,. The 
Et. Gud. 311,) endeavours unsuccessfully to support an Ionic 
change of p to A in κέκραγα, KéxAnya. On Tonic κλῆρος and 
Arkadian Κραριῶται πολῖται C. 1). I. 1231, see under ARKADIAN, 
§ 32. 

328.| Variation between A and N. 


Though the change from » to ν may be supported by examples 
from Attic vase inscriptions (Kretschmer, K. Ζ. XXIX 44 2) and 
from other sources, no case has as yet been made out for the 


* In 842, πήγανον is given as the undecapitated form. 
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substitution of A for νυ. The only two cases that are uncertain 
are λίτρον and Λαβύνητος. λίτρον Hdt. II 86, 87, recalls Hebrew 
neter, Lat. nitrum (cf. K. Ζ. XXI to4). νίτρον is Aiolic but 
also Tonic. Hippokrates apparently has both νίτρον and λίτρον, 
on which form in Attic see Phrynichos (Ruth. p, 361). Λαβύνητος 
Hdt. 1. 74=Old Persian Nabunita, Assyr. Nabunahid. 

In the case of these words, it is at least possible the x has been 
exchanged with ὦ upon Semitic soil. 

There is no change of ν to A in Πριηλῆι Samos 212 = Roberts, 
1153, in which inscription, though the engraver intended to cut 
av, the d is certain. Hellanikos (cf. Hdn. I 338,;) gave the 
name Λάπη to the Aiolie city Νάπη. 

πλεύμων, Attic for πνεύμων, the Aiolic and κοινή form, occurs 
in the oldest MS. of Hippokrates (0), VI 374. πλεύμων was 
also Epidaurian. πλεύμων may be the original form, and that 
with v, though Homeric, due to the influence of πνέω. With the 
confusion between the two forms of this word that had its rise 
in the dispute about the etymology, we may compare the Ὁ. /. 
πλέω for πνέω in Luke xii 55; ef. the gloss on Acts xxvii 15}. 


829.] ψέλιον armlet (Aiolic σπάλιον), not ψέλλιον, appears to 
be the correct form in Hdt. στήλη is written with one A upon 
Ionic inscriptions. In lasos 104, we find Μαυσώλλωι, though 
Mavowdds was deemed correct by Arkadios in Steph. Byz. See 
Pape-Benseler. -wAdos is the regular emphatic form of the 
suffix in Karian names (Ilapavoc-, Πονυσσ-), though -wAos (Gn 
᾿Ακταύσσωλος) and -wAédos are also Karian. 


330.] Consonant gemination appears in the Homeric remi- 
niscence ἔλλαχεν, Hermann’s restoration for ἔλαχεν, Mimn. 12). 
For this Aiolic form, the genuine Ionic would have been εἴλαχεν, 
formed on the same principle as εἰλήλουθα. Perhaps such forms 
as ἔρρεε, évveov, where sigma caused the gemination, facilitated 
the creation by analogy of such poetical forms as ἔλλαχεν 5, which 
hold their ground till long after the birth of Christ. κάλλιπον 
Archil. 6, eleg. is due to epic influence. Apocope of prepositions 
is very rare in the Ionic poets; cf. Arch. 64, where κατθανοῦσι is 
read, though καταθ- is possible; cf. Tyrt. 11,,, Mimn. 12,, 14,, 
and see § 715. 

331.| Rhotacism between Vowels and before Consonants. 

Rhotacism is attested in the western branch of Ionic alone®. 
In the dialect of Eretria we meet with the phenomenon, which 
is unknown in Eleian and Lakonian, of intervocalic σ᾽ becoming ρ. 
In the inscriptions of Eretria we find the following forms : 


1 Τ owe this reference to the kindness of Dr. J. Rendel Harris. 
2 Cf. Baunack’s Studien I 222. , 
3 ἀρήρασθαι" εὔξασθαι in Hesychios is a gloss of uncertain provenance. 
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Eretria, Bechtel No. 15: ὁπόραι 1. 5, al px jovpw 6, ὀμνυούρας 
10, παραβαίνωριν 11. In No. 16, an inscription found in Chalkis 
and almost entirely Hellenistic, we read Μίργος (C 14). No. 15 
dates from between 410-390 B.c., No. 16 from 340-279. The 
latter is placed by Bechtel under the head of Eretrian Ionic. 
Eretrian rhotacism is furthermore attested in the inscription ’E@. 
’Apy., 1887, pp. 82-110, where thirty names have p for o, while 
in eighty-two instances σ is preserved. Examples of p are: 
Κτηρίας 73 B, Κτηρίων[ος] 188 C, Κτηριβίου 31 C, 285, Κτηρι- 
βιάδης, Κτηρικλείδου 132 B; Κτήσωνος, and seven other examples 
of Κτησ- occur, and σ᾽ before consonants remains unchanged in 
this inscription. Two Eretrian decrees conferring the rights of 
proxeny published /. ὦ, are free from all trace of rhotacism, which 
is a phonetic change varying with locality and date, as may be 
seen by the study of its life in Eleian. For other examples, see 
Baunack in his Studien I 299. 

It might seem that rhotacism extended as far as Styra, since 
on the Styrian lead tablets are found: Krnpivos 1943, and 
Mipywv 195,71. Both these individuals must however be 
Eretrians, since there is no trace of rhotacism elsewhere in 
Styra: Κτησῖνος is found in Styra 19,51-993, Κτησίων 1953-605 994-2969 
.5.»ς Κτῆσις 19y09, Κτήσιμος 1957, Χαρήσιος 1994, &e. In Eretrian 
we have the form Φιλήσιος, in Bechtel No. 14=Rob. I 170, an 
inscription older than No. 15, though the sigma has four strokes. 
Hither the o of Φιλήσιος is a conscious refusal to adopt the 
intervocalic rhotacism prevailing at the period of the writing 
of No. 14, or this inscription is older than the Styrian lead 
tablets contaming Krypivos and Μίργων (which are older than all 
the other epigraphical documents found at Eretria) and hence 
dates from a period when the Eretrians had not transformed 
intervocalic σ to p. Assuming that No. 14 contains a conscious 
archaism, we may place the introduction of rhotacism in Euboia 
in the middle of the fifth century before Christ. That the 
Eretrians borrowed their fondness for rhotacism from the Eleians 
is undemonstrable, notwithstanding the statement of Strabo (X 
686) to that effect: ἐποίκους δ᾽ ἔσχον ἀπ᾽ Ἤλιδος, ἀφ᾽ οὗ καὶ τῷ 
γράμματι τῷ ῥῷ πολλῷ χρησάμενοι, οὐκ ἐπὶ τέλει μόνον τῶν ῥημάτων 
ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν μέσῳ, κεκωμῴδηνται. 

In addition to Μίργος and Μίργων above mentioned, there is no 
other case of rhotacism before consonants attested upon the 
inscriptions, That Πελαργός was an instance in point, was the 
view of Phrynichos; Πελαργὸς ’Eperpiaxés Πελασγός and Πελαρ- 
yos οὐδὲν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ᾿Ερετριακῶς Πελασγός. Beside Πελαργός, Méipyos 
and Μίργων we have no examples of anteconsonantal rhotacism, 
which is thus exceedingly rare. That Mipyos is only a sur- 
vival of the ancient orthography, and that rhotacism did not 
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continue to the period of No. 16, is clear from the refusal of 
ἐργασίην (16, A 4) to adopt the liquid. 


By a series of doubtful combinations Bechtel (Insch. des ionischen Dialekts, p. 13) 
derives the Eretrian rhotacism from Thessaly, where, as he claims, it affected 
the speech of the Phthiotic Achaians, the inhabitants of the Hestiaiotis and 
the ‘ Pelasgians.’ We have, however, only one example of Thessalian rhota- 
cism which is found twice: Θεορδότεος OC. D. 1. 3315, Θεορδότειος 326, IL 42. 
Τὸ is hazardous to find in a solitary example of anteconsonantal rhotacism 
the sole survival of a phenomenon that must either have been wide-spread, 
or, if originally restricted to the anteconsonantal position, enlarged in a 
unique way to embrace intervocalic o. 


332,| Final Rhotacism. 


This is attested, not by inseriptional evidence, but by literature 
alone: Plato, Kratylos 434 (Ὁ, says: οἶσθ᾽ οὖν ὅτι ἐπὶ τῷ αὐτῷ 
ἡμεῖς μέν φαμεν σκληρότης, Eperpuets δὲ σκληρότηρ; The Eretrian 
inscription No. 15, which contains four cases of intervocalic 
rhotacism (all that were possible) refuses to change either ante- 
consonantal or final s. The language of the inscriptions may 
have differed from the popular speech, in that the latter adopted 
freely the form of rhotacism prevalent in Eleian and Lakonian, 
But, as the case stands, Plato’s remark is not borne out by the 
stone-records. 


1. In the MSS. Rd of Hdt. IL 70 we find θηρευτήρ for θηρευτής, Which contains 
merely a different ending. There is no evidence of rhotacism in the Ionie of 
the Asiatic mainland. As Halikarnassian has been regarded a retrograde 
inscription in Head (Hist. Num., p. 526): @aevop εἰμὶ σῆμα, as read by Sir 
Charles Newton, who took gaevop for the genitive of awd (i.e. paevop= 
Φαινοῦς). The reading with p is, however, indefensible on other grounds, 
See Roberts, I p. 177. 

2. Other evidence of Eretrian rhotacism: Diogenianos paroem. cent. ΤῊ 57, 
ef. Apostol. paroem. cent. VII 89: Ἐρετριέων ῥῶ ἐπὶ τῶν κατακόρως τισὶ χρω- 
μένων. κατακόρως γὰρ οὗτοι χρῶνται τῷ ῥῷ. Hesychios : ᾿Ἐρετριέων ῥῶ" Ἐρετριεῖς 
τῷ p κατακόρως χρῶνται. Suidass. v. Χαλκιδίζειν : ἄλλοι δὲ ἐπὶ τῷ ῥωτακίζειν, ἐπεὶ 
αὐτοί τε καὶ Ἐρετριεῖς δοκοῦσι τῷ p κατακορεστέρως χρῆσθαι καὶ ἀντὶ τοῦ σ τιθέντες. 
Eust. p. 279: : ἐκωμῳδοῦντο δέ, φασιν, of Ἐρετριεῖς ὡς πολλῷ τῷ p ἐν ταῖς ὁμιλίαις 
χρώμενοι. διὸ καὶ αὐτοί, καθὰ καὶ Ἤλεϊοι, βαρβαρόφωνοι ἐκαλοῦντο, ὡς ἐν ῥητορικῷ 
εὕρηται λεξικῷ, διὰ τὸν πλεονασμὸν TOD ῥ. 


333.| Metathesis of liquids. 


Greg. Kor. p. 434 brings forward κραδίη, ἀταρπιτός, τάρφος, and 
(p. 489) quotes Homeric rérparos, κρατερός. On Ionic pa, ap, see 
ἃ 128, on βότραχος, Bpdraxos see § 147. On τάρφος see Curtius, 
G. £5 p. 224. In the dialect of Herakleia tpdpos was used for 
τάρφος. With Θεύπορπος, which occurs on a Chian coin, Imh.-Bl. 
(. M. p. 656, cf. Θεύπροπος Miletos, aid. p. 646, lasos, J. H. δ. 
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IX 342. The Et. M. 82,» reports from Simonides ἀμιθρός 
for ἀριθμός (cf. Kallim. 339, dus0pém). Though it is more 
probable that the great Simonides is meant, Ahrens proposed to 
read in Sim. Am. 3 ἀμιθρῷ, ἀμιθρέω is found Hrd. ὅς; 4, and 
in Theokritos. 

Hdn. II 220,, = Et. Mag. 188, quotes from Hippon. (106) 
Bapdyxos, the equivalent of the Attic and Hippokratic (V 676) 
Bpayxos. βάραγχος contains an example of anaptyctic a. See 
§ 127. On ᾿Αρταφρένης see § 134. Hrd. 6,, has πρόσω, the 
form used by Herodotos, &. Homer has πρόσω and πρόσσω. 
πόρσω occurs in Pindar and tragedy. 


334.] pp. 

πυρρός Hdt. IIT 139, Hippokr. II 74, VI 74, VII 510, VIII 
234, 248, 336, 338 did not originate from πυρσός. The form 
πυρσός 1s exceedingly rare in Attic. From the list of the passages 
quoted by L. & 5. in defence of its Old-Attic character, Aisch. 
Pers. 316 should be removed, and the Euripideian passage (Poi. 
32) is cited by Photios with πυρραῖς, instead of the usual reading 
mupoais. πυρρός is from πῦρ-ιό--, or from πῦρ-Γό-- as in Korin- 
thian, C, D. I. 3119 H 50. Proper names that are connected 
have pp. A suffix -co- is certainly foreign to Ionic in this 
word, MSS. of Hdt. often have Boppéns. βορῆς is the correct 
form, The form with one p is also Attic (βορέου C. 1. A. 


T 32149). 


835.] Expulsion of p from the second syllable of a word in 
which it also occurred in the first, is attested in the case of τρύφα- 
xtos § 357, 4. A less certain example of the same phenomenon 
occurs in βάθρακος for βράθρακος according to Roscher in Curtius’ 
Studien IV 193 (cf. § 147). Attic and Doric μάραθον, which is 
said to have lost p (Hippokr. μάραθρον VI 562, VII 88, with 
μάραθον as Ὁ. /.in H J), is probably formed with the suffix -θο-, 
not with -6po-. On the interrelation of πατριή and φρατρία, 
see § 361. 


Nasals. 


336.] The nasal is not written, though probably pronounced 
after a weak fashion, in the following inscriptions of Styra: 
Πό(μ)πις Igo Πο(μ)πάδης Tyo) Κόσυ(μ)βος 19997, ᾿Ο(μ)φάλιος 
19106; Im Πά(μ)βις 152, Abu-Simbel, name of a Kolophonian, 
which is hypocoristic for Πάμβιος, and in Πα(μ)φαίης Th. (L.) 
19 A 6. With Νυ(μ)φέων Siphnos 88, Νυ(μ)φόδωρος Smyrna, 
C. I. G. 3155s, and the vase inscriptions Νύ(μ)φης C. 1. G. 
7760, Νύ(μ)φαι C. 1. G. 8185 F, we may compare the forms of 


338.] NASALS. 285 


νύμφη which are measured ὦ-- in Antig. 1115, Trach. 857, Andr. 
140. On the other hand we have Νύμφηισιν, Νυμφηγέτηι Thasos 
68,, Νυμφέων Naxos 27, Νύμφιος Th. (L.) 7 B γ. ἀστυνο- 
pov(v)ros Thasos, Stephani in Wé. Gr. Rom. 11 20, No. 26, is not 
another example of the weak nasal! ἀφιδέας Greg. Kor. § 123 
may perhaps be explained as having lost its nasal. ᾿Ολυμπο- is 
never written without the μ, as in the examples cited by Meyer 
§ 294 from inscriptions found in Olympia. We even have μμ in 
᾿Ολυμμπιάδα Eretria 15,. 


337.] o regularly disappears before medial v with compensa- 
tory lengthening, e.g. σελήνη, κρήνη. Whenever sv is assimilated 
to vv in Jonie, its o is not original, but a o which was rein- 
stated through analogy. Thus ἕννυμι, instead of the older 
εἴνυμι (§ 224, 10, and cf, Brugmann, K. Z XXVII 591), is 
due to the influence of ἕσ-σαι, from which a new ἔἕσ-τνυμι was 
constructed. 

A notable difference between the older vy < cv and the younger 
vy, is that the latter does not suffer reduction of the geminated 
nasal. The new vy came into existence at the same period as the 
following proper names, whose vy is from final s+initial pv: 
Πελοπόννησος, a form that is accepted by the other dialects, 
“Ἑκατόννησοι, Μυόννησος in Hekataios, Προκόννησος, in which form 
the vv is more common than the single ν, according to Strabo XIII 
p-618. In No. 103= Rob, I 42 (Prokonn.) we find vv in the Ionic 
copy, and only one yin the Attic reproduction of the document, in 
accordance with the usage of Attic inscriptions antedating 550 
B.C. Χερσόνησος in Herodotos is a genuine compound, but 
Χερσόννησος, which occurs conjointly with Χερσον- in the oration 
περὶ ᾿Αλονήσου, 15. doubtless due to the analogy of Πελοπόννησος, 
᾿Αλωπεκόννησος, &e.2 See Kihner-Blass, Gv. p. 269, Riemann, 
B.C. H. 1 192, Dial. Attique, p. 156 (Revue de Philol. 1881). 
On the form Διόνυσος, see above § 138. 

o+v regularly becomes vy in Aiolic. In Ionic documents the 
following forms are due to dialect mixture: χρυσοφαέννων 
Anakr. 25,; Φαιέννου Thasos (Li) 18 C 5, Φαννοθέμιδος Kryth. 
206 A 28, Πελινναῖον in Chios,” Apyevvoy in Erythraian territory. 
These are Aiolic formations due to the Aiolic element in Chios 
and surroundings. See under adulterine εἰ, ὃ 224, 10. 


338. | A nasal+o-+a consonant lost the nasal without com- 


1 Cf, the variation in the MSS. of Hdt. V 102, where for ἀντενεπίμπρασαν, 
B Cd omit the μ; in ITI 85, where for ἐγχρίμπτων, R d have the form with 
nop. Of. also II 93 (Rd, no μὴ) II 60 (ὦ, no μὴ TX 98 (C, now). Greg. K. § 41 
cites ἐγχρίμπτων from Hdt. In IV 172, for σκίπωνα, s 2 have σκίμπωνα. 

2 On Attic inscriptions we read Πελοπόννησος, ᾿Αλωπεκόννησος, Προκόννησος, 


but Χερρόνησος. 
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pensatory lengthening in primitive Greek. Wherever compen- 
satory lengthening exists, as in πεῖσμα, it is due to the formation 
of a new form (*zévoya in place of the older *7év0ua). Exempt 
from the operation of the above law is the combination ἢ +I. E. 
s+4, which becomes voc. This voo is treated like nasal +final s 
and nasal+o in a medial syllable between vowels, when the 
sibilant has been developed on Greek soil, 1.6. the nasal disappears 
with compensatory lengthening of the preceding vowel. I.E. s 
+nasal in a medial syllable was assimilated to a double nasal in 
Tonic as in all other dialects. In Ionic compensatory lengthening 
ensued upon the reduction of the gemination. See Solmsen, 
KZ, XXIX 607, 

v followed by o is retained in Ionic in Hom. κένσαι (¥ 337), 
for *xeloae with the v restored from that of κεντέω, cf. κεστός < 
xevotos. The v of ἕλμινς Hippokr. VII 596, 598 is due to that 
of the oblique cases. vo is also preserved in πανσελήνῳ Hat. 11 
47, &c., παλινσκίῳ Archil. 34, where we find the v. ὦ. παλισκίῳ, 
and after év- in composition, &c. 

Whether ἔννεφ᾽ Hipponax 85, (hexameter), προσεννέπῃ Solon 
42, 1s from évFez- or ἐνσεπ- is not certain. 

v-+o becomes oo in συσσίτια Hadt., or o as in συστρατεύεσθαι, 
συσπεύδων ; οἵ. τῶσ συμπάντων Halik. 238,,4.. σὺν + becomes 


συζ- in συζευγνύναι Hdt. IV 189. 


339.| Varia. 
1. Metathesis of vowel and nasal in κάμπτω and xvadeds ; 


§ 349. 

2. There is no interchange of labial and nasal in Μεταγειτνίων 
(Priene), and Πεδαγείτνιος (Rhodes, Kos). See under Prepositions 
in AIOLIC. 

Since pa does not become zz in Ionic, ΠΟ(π)πος,. for 
Ποί(μ)πις (Styra 19,9), which Meister thinks to defend by citing 
Boiot. ἔππασις as an analogous case, will not hold ground. Cf. 


§ 336. 


3. Gemination of Nasals, 

Aiolic gemination of in ἄμμορος καύηξ Hipponax 2,, de- 
fended by Renner (p. 161) as an Homeric reminiscence, is foreign 
to the genius of the iambic trimeter as employed by the early 
Tonic poets. The Hesychian glosses ἤμορος ἄμοιρος and ἠμορίς" 
κενή, ἐστερημένη" Αἰσχύλος Νιόβῃ (cf. B. B. XI 252) create 
a presupposition in favour of the view that Ionic-Attic once 
possessed an ἤμορος, which was adopted by tragedy. φερεμμελίην 


* Wackernagel’s hypothesis (K, Z, XXIX 136) that vo did not become VY, 
when the accent preceded, has not been substantiated. 
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in Mimn. 14, (cf. Hom. éiupedtys) and ἔμμορεν in Theog. 234, 
are not to be adduced as supports of the traditional reading in 
Hipponax, because of the difference in tone between elegiac and 
iambic poetry. 


The word καύηξ found in conjunction with ἄμμορος in the Hipponaktian 
passage, does not appear to be Ionic. See ὃ 242. While it would facilitate 
our conception of the nature of the Ionic trimeter as the dialect of the 
people, were &uuopos to be regarded as an Ionism, neither Solmsen, K. Z. 
XXIX 86 nor Brugmann, Gr. Gr. 45, who incline to this view in discussing 
ἄμμορος and forms of similar texture, has taken into consideration the 
glosses above mentioned which make for the Aiolic character of &upopos. 


μμ is found in πλημμυρίς Hdt. VIII 129, and κρόμμυα IV 
17, though A 630, τ 233 have the form with one μ. 

Ionic ὄμμα is from ὄπμα, and is found e.g. in Anakr. 751. 
ὄππα in Altolic is not well attested. 

Tonic varies, as do other dialects, between ἄνν- and ἄν- in the 
word for anise. Hdt. IX 71 has ἄννησον, as Littré reads in 
Hippokr. II 274, and VIII 170. The dialects vary also between 
-σο- and -θο- in the suffix. The latter form appears in Hippokr. 
VI 558. 

The doubling of the nasal im ᾿Αννικῶ Chios (174 C 13, ef. 
᾿Αννικὰ on a tetradrachmon from Chalkidike in the Zeétschr. 7. 
Numism. XI 43) is due to the fact that the noun is hypocoristic 
for ᾿Ανίκητος. 


340.| N movable. 

The inscriptions prove how devoid of authority is the current 
view in reference to the appearance of the nw ephelkustikon in 
Tonic. If we examine the usage of the inscriptions, it is 
evident that from the earliest period known to us this paragogic 
letter was in common use both in prose and poetry, before 
vowels and before consonants. The earlier documents use the -y 
with greater regularity than the later. 

From the sixth century we have the following instances of -ν 
preceding a consonant: Prokonnesos (stelé of Sigeion) 103,,, 
Samos 211, Naukratis I 700, II 701. From the succeeding 
century there are at least nine cases: Thasos 68, Teos 156 B 33 
(two examples), Abdera 162 (metr.), Chios 175 (metr.), Chios 
174 C 20, Samos 215 (metr.), Halik. 238,,, 241 (ποίησεν ἴῃ a 


1 Gram. Aug. 669: ἐν τοῖς τρίτοις προσώποις ἣ νέα τῶν ᾿Ιώνων διάλεκτος καὶ ἐν 
ταῖς δοτικαῖς πληθυντικαῖς τὸ ν ἐφελι. od... εἰ μὴ χάριν μέτρου. Absence of the 
paragogic letter in Ionic is asserted by Aristarchus junior in Bekk. An. IIT 
1400; cf. Bachm. An. (Max. Plan.) II 57,;, 58;. Much of the confusion as 
to this point may be due to the influence of the Κανόνων θησαυρός of the 
above mentioned namesake of the great Alexandrian critic. 
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metrical artist’s signature). Between 400-300 B.c., there are 
Olynth. 8 B 8, Eryth. 199,, Mykonos 248 C το, Iasos 104, 105;, 
ef, Je. 8. 1X. 941; Νο. 5,1. 2, Zeleia 1131» 114 Β, Ο, Dyes 
Samos 221,,, Amphipolis 10,, Ephesos 147,, 5, and Pantikapaion, 
Latyschev II] 4. And even at a later period: Halikarn, B. C. H. 
XIV p. 91, 1. 1, Eryth. 206 B 58 (after 278 B.c.), Teos 158,, 51 
(first century) and in the late archaistic copy of the ancient 
document from Kyzikos 108 B 2. In the Lykian document No. 
263, of uncertain date, there is another example. There are a 
few examples of the non-occurrence of zw movable before con- 
sonants, which do not deserve special mention. 

Before vowels, and from the fifth century, we find -ν in Teos 
156; 8. 22, Ba 365 Chios 175; 74 ΑΓ 17,205) Samoseaaze 
Halikarn, 2210» 185 2059» 45» 65' ΠΙΌΙΩ the stourtheicentirge 
Phanag. 164,, Eryth. 200 (metr.), Samos 221,0, Mylasa 248 C 
10. Eryth. No. 206 offers several instances of this use in the 
third century (B 47, 48, 58, C 45). All the instances of the 
omission of -v before vowels date from a period when the monu- 
ments of the dialect are not free from the suspicion of contami- 
nation through Attic influence. Examples are: Phanag. 166,, 
1675, 168,, Samos 221... 

Movable zw is not uncommon at the end of an inscription. 
Tn early documents we find it (on ἐποίειν Miletos 95, see below) : 
Chalkis 1, Keos 45, 48, 51, Paros 58, Prokon. 103, Samos 215, 
From a later period: Chios 192, Eryth. 207. Other inscriptions 
have no such termination, such as Sam. 213, 215 (which has 
ἀνέθηκε but also ἐποίησεν), Amorg. 228, No. 260 of uncertain 
provenance, and No. 21, Western Ionic. In the middle of a 
clause the same haphazard use prevails. Thus in Thasos 729. 10» 
Samos 221,, Ephes. 147,, a vowel follows the forms provided 
with the -v. In Teos 158, there is no -v. In Chios 174 B 6, 17, 
Zeleia 113 B 2, C 2, E 2, Theodosia 1275. the words end in -v and 
are followed by a consonant. Sometimes a clause is terminated 
by a verb with no -y, and the next sentence has in the same 
inscription, now a vowel, now a consonant to introduce the first 
word of the following clause (cf. Zeleia 113,, 3). The ordinary 
rule whereby to uncontracted -ee of the imperfect -v may be 
added, while the contracted -e. may not take the final -ν, is 
not without exceptions. The Homeric ἤσκειν T 388 finds its 
analogue in the Milesian ézofew Bechtel No. 95. Cf. -ew 
in the pluperfect in Aristophanes, Plato, &c., and amjew Plato 
Tim. 76 B (before a comma and a word beginning with a 
consonant). 

The supposed absence of the paragogic nasal from the text of 
Herodotos, and other Ionic writers of prose is generally explained 
by the assumption that Ionic evinced no repugnance to hiatus. 
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Now it can readily be shown that the Ionic avoidance of contrac- 
tion and fondness for hiatus are not so great as is commonly 
assumed ; and Merzdorf has demonstrated that the evidence of 
the MSS. of Herodotos does not bear out the commonly received 
view!. What Herodoteian usage was, we cannot now discover. 
Doubtless the historian did not adopt any fixed procedure, and 
any attempt at uniformity in the manipulation of so delicate an 
instrument of stylistic perfection cannot be expected before 
Isokrates. But if contemporary evidence has any claims upon 
our consideration, the peccant letter must be held to have been 
used far more frequently than it appears in the MSS. The 
genuine and the spurious writings of Hippokrates, and the 
fragments of the philosophers, usually follow the rules which 
regulate the appearance of the nasal in Attic texts*. Eberhard 
has expelled all cases of -v from Arrian, though there is no 
doubt that a closer adherence to the best MSS. would free 
Arrian from this and many other pseudo-Ionisms. Lukian’s 4, 
by its omission of -v, shows the influence of contemporary theory. 
In Eusebios, however, while we find the nasal sometimes omitted 
before a vowel, it is added even before a consonant. 


1. Herodotos never has -ν with πρόσθε, ἔμπροσθε, ὕπερθε, κατύπερθε, ὄπισθε, 
ἔνερθε. Herodas has πρόσθε 2:ς; ὕπερθε 349, but also κάτωθεν and κἄνωθεν 260, 
which Rutherford emends. 

2. Herodotos has τοῦτο, τοιοῦτο, τοσοῦτο ; never the -y forms. 

3. The only rule that may be formulated for the appearance of so evanes- 
cent a phonetic element is that it never appears before τ, except in the 
phrase ἔδοξεν τῆι βουλῆι. All our modern rules are drawn from the artificial 
canons of the grammarians, not from the living language. The perversity of 
modern rule-making is not so marked in reference to οὕτω, οὕτως. 

4. The nasal is not written in πάλι Hrd. 2,2, as frequently in late poets. 
Compare πέρυσιν and πέρυσι. 


Gutturals. 


341.] The Forms with II and K. 


The Ionic dialect possesses both 7 and x as in πῶς, κῶς, πότε, 
κότε, and in all connected forms*. In no other department of 


1 It is however correct that movable -y occurs only rarely in all MSS., e.g. 
I 5 ἔμαθεν ἔγκυος, VII 161 ἀπέπεμψεν ἡμέας, VIIT 118 οὐκ ἔστιν οὐδεμία. 

2 Some of the excerptors of early Ionic who have preserved the original 
dialectal colouring with some consistency fail to follow any other rule than 
that in vogue in Attic. Cf. for example Demokr. 13, 207, 291; 41. 

8. Joh. Gr. 235, 240, 241 B, Greg. K. 412, Gram. Leid. 628, Aug. 668, Vat. 
694, Birnb. 678,,, Et. M. 505» Hesych. s.v. ὁκοῖον, Orion 14234, Apoll. D. Synt. 
p. 55 (Bekk.), Adv. p. 1841) (Schn.), An. Ox. I 247,;,. Some grammarians 

U 
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Tonic does there exist a wider chasm between the language of 
the inscriptions and that of literature, the former having no case 
whatever of the « forms, the latter having both 7 and x. In 
the poets we find both a and «x, if we accept the somewhat 
dubious evidence of the MSS., and in Herodotos only the x 
forms. There is no evidence that Herodotos adopted the dialect 
of Miletos in his preference for x over π, nor is there any actual 
testimony to a struggle between the two sets of pronominal 
forms in any portion of Jonic territory, though in the MSS. of 
poets from Amorgos, Thasos (or Paros if we refer Archilochos to 
the latter island), Ephesos, Kolophon, and Teos we discover now 
one, now the other form. The instances of the π᾿ forms in the 
lyric poets are not to be regarded as affording evidence of a 
period in the history of the dialect when πὸ was in course of 
becoming « (a phonetic change unknown to Greek). Though it 
cannot be gainsaid that no poet of Ionic birth could use either « 
or 7 in the same word, we are unable to demonstrate in all cases 
which was the chosen form. In any event I regard it as 
problematic whether any of the instances of the a forms in the 
MSS. of the iambographs and Ionie elegists (though here the 
evidence is less certain) are retentions of the original. The 
geographical extension of the «x forms, the history of their 
interrelation with those in 7, and the possibility of Ionic in- 
scriptions of the seventh century containing forms with x, are 
questions that do not at present admit of a solution. There is 
however no doubt that the older inscriptional forms with 7 are 
genuine Tonic, and free from all suspicion of being due to the 
levelling tendencies of Attic. Much of the apparent confusion in 
our texts may be due to sub-dialectal preferences as regards « and 
a. ‘The existence of such preferences is clear from the Samian 
Κυανοψιών, mentioned in § 344. 


342.] List of Ionic pronominal forms with K for II. 


An exhaustive presentation of all the testimony from the prose 
literature is not attempted. The poetical and inscriptional forms 
are given with tolerable completeness. The « forms are given 
only when they are supported by MS. authority. Homer has 
everywhere the labial forms; so too the non-Ionian elegists, 


thought the « forms were Aiolic. κονεῖν for πονεῖν Schol. Ven. B on a 648 
(ef. ἀκονητί-- ἀπονητί Et. Mag. 50,9) has the appearance of a form made to 
order, though, if genuine, it would be an interesting illustration of the 
change which we observe in πόνος, διάκονος. Demetrios Ixion apud Apollon. 
Sophist. Lex. 131, merely says of πῇ that it is Ionic and Homeric. 
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κου Anakr, 1, που Amph, 10,, Zeleia 113.9 
Hat. Arch, 73, Anan. 1 
Hippokr. II 34 Hat. 
Hrd. 1105) 343» 619) &e. (δήκου Hippokr. 11 282, 362, 676, 
390) 524; δήκουθεν 29) III τρο (bis) 
ὅκου Hipponax 51, ὅπου Keos 4393, Thasos 71,, 
Sim. Am. 791) 106 Halik. 24044 
Phoin. Kol. 2,, (Schn.) Vit. Hom. 6 
Kallim, 85 
Hat. 
Hippokr. II 72, 90, 362 
(ὅπου in 2253), IIL 56, 58 
Hrd. 313, 541 
κω Hippon. tr. το; (conj. for χω) | πω Archil. 25, 
Anakr. 33 (MSS. kore) Tyrt. 11, (οὔπω) 
Hat. Theog. 1265 
Demokr.(Clem. Alex. 357 P) Hippokr. II 34 
Hrd. Ys 
κῶς, κως | Kall. 1,5 πῶς, πως | Archil. 122 
Edits Hippon. 87 
Luk. V. A. 14 (or ὅκως) Herakl. 27 
Dea Syr. 29. Melissos 12 (Simpl., Mul- 
Euseb. Mynd. 63 lach κῶς) 
Hrd. 674,35 Hippokr. II 282, III 210 
Luk. V. A. 4. 
Vit. Hom. 14, 19 
ΠΟ 2.6 
ὅκως Sim. Am. 78 ὅπως Thasos 71, (fourth cen- 
Anakr. 63, tury) 
Herakl. 2, 45, I00 Samos 2210; 15 (after 322 
Demokr, 20, 41, 208 B.c.), ef. Ephesos 147j7 
Hat. [dr ]ws 
Eippoka) ΤΠ γ1 ΤΠῚ G4, Sim. Am. I; 
242 Hippon, 853 
Philip of Pergam, B. 6. H. Vit. Hom. 18 
IBE 273 Hrd. 729 
Aretaios 
Vit. Hom. 21 
Hrd. (17 times) 
κοῖος Hdt. ποῖος Arch. epod. 94, 
Aret. Hrd. 22, 
Luk. 
Arrian 354 
Hrd. 648) 75 
ὅὁκοῖος Archil. 70,, , tetr. ὁποῖος Anax. 6 (Simpl.) 
Herakl. 2, 23, 126 
Demokr, 47 
Hat. 
Hippokr. III 42, 236 
Aret. 


Luk. V. A. 4, Dea Syr, 29 
Euseb. Mynd. 63. 
Hrd. 161, 665) 350 


U2 
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κότε, κοτε Sim. Am. 799 πότε, ποτε) Amorg. Rob. I 160 A 

Kall. 1, 28 Xenoph. 1; 6, 

Mimn. 11| Tyrt. 1116» 123, 

Anakr. 33 in MSS. (Bergk Mimn. 12,, 145 

κω τότ᾽) Theog. 1245, 1256, 1287, 

Kallim. 1307, 1331, 1345 
Hat. 3 Anakr, 85 

Hrd. 273, 433) 654) 768 1 &¢. nee ef. 273 


Hippokr. II 70, 360, 678; 
III 44, 90, V 606, 620, 
634, 674 

Luk. Dea Syr. 29 

Arrian 42, 


ὁκότε Herakl. 36, 73 

Hat. 

Hippokr. II 34, 70, 360, 
362 (ὁπότε 2253) 


Kall. 1, (ὁππότε, ef. note 1) 
Vit. Hom. 26 


Demokr. 47 
Vit. Hom. 5 
κόσος Hat. πόσος Hippokr. II 678 


Hrd. 1515) 295) 379) 76. ὅ0. 


ὁκόσος Phoinix Kol. 219» 19 

Herakl. 2, 5, 18, 64, 91, 104 

Demokr. 22, 47, 211 

Hat. 

Hippokr. IT 34, 86, 90 

Philip of Pergam. B. C. H. 
II 273 

Aret., Hrd. 19. 

Arrian 40,, Luk. Dea Syr. 29 


ὁπόσος ὁπόραι Hretr. 15; 
Xenoph. 17 
Demokr. 13 


κῇ Hat. πῇ Archil. 60 


ὅκη Herakl. 73 
Melissos 14 
Hadt. 


ὅπῃ Sim. Am. 1, 


Hdt. has also κόθεν (Hrd. 6,,), ὁκόθεν, κότερος, ὁκότερος. In 
the case of other words the New Ionic of Hdt. presents no varia- 
tions from Attic as regards the representation of J. E. g as x 
before ο, e.g. ὁποδαπή V 13, ὁποδαπός VII 218. Xenophanes 
has πηλίκος. In Arrian 42, ὅκου is to be read. In Herodas the 
forms with « are much more numerous than those with π (e.g. 


Bsa sees ny) 720) 44): 


1. Forms with ππ are not to be called into question, since there is no such 
thing as an Ionic ὁκκότε. Fick’s attempts to expel ὁππότε κεν δή from Kallinos 
Iz, on the ground of the inadmissibility of an Aiolic form in that elegist, are 
wide of the mark. There is an irreducible minimum of Aiolisms in the 
Tonic elegy. Cf. also Theog. 531 ὁππότ᾽ ἀκούσω. 
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2. Bechtel’s statement, that ὅπου in Keos 43,5 is a proof of Attic influence, 
is misleading. There is no inscriptional instance of ὅκου or of any such 
«form. All we can say is that the Keian ὅπου is the earliest inscriptional 
example ofa aform. Cf. § 450, 2. 

3. A difference between the three divisions of Ionie on the score of the 
κ forms cannot be established. Wilamowitz, Hom. Untersuch, p. 318, proposes 
to restore the 7 forms in Archilochos, as a representative of Island Ionic, and 
because of ὅπως upon a Thasiote inscription. In Archilochos the MSS. vary 
only more frequently in favour of the + form than they do in the case of 
poets of the Asiatic mainland. I see no reason to refer the « forms to the 
influence of the μεταγραψάμενοι. Blass (Ktthner’s Gramm. p. 142) holds that 
Euboian Ionie also (cf. ὁπότερος Eretria 15,)) did not adopt the guttural. 
Our only evidence as to the nature of Euboian Ionic is that derived from 
inscriptions. If we argue that because no Western Ionic inscription has κ. 
therefore Western Ionic had π, a similar line of reasoning would hold good 
in the case of Island Ionic, and thus call in question the integrity of much 
of the MS. tradition. 

4. The MSS. of Hippokrates varied greatly in regard to these forms 
according to the express testimony of Galen, who says that Artemidorus 
Capito edited ὁπόσῃσι, ke. Gomperz, Apologie der Heilkunst, p. 86 ff., has illus- 
trated the erratic conduct of the MSS. by reference to the pseudo-Hippokratic 
tracts περὶ τέχνης, περὶ φύσιος ἀνθρώπου, and περὶ φυσῶν. In the latter the 
later MSS. have the κὶ forms twelve times, 4 not once; from which Gomperz 
concludes that the « forms are the result of meddling on the part of the 
scribes. 


848.] By some imitators of Herodotos the κ forms are carefully 
reproduced. Lukian’s only exception seems to be ποτέ Dea Syr. 
29. Arrian has, on the other hand, 34 cases of a, but few of « 
(ὁκότε in A § 42, κοίῳ 35 in some MSS., ὁκόσοισιν 40). Eberhard 
adopts Hercher’s expulsion of all the 7 forms in Arrian. In the 
other pseudo-lonists we find scattered forms containing « :— 
Abydenos 1 κοῦ, xn, in the epistles of Pherekydes οὔκω, ὁκοῖον, 
epist. of Herakl. ὁκόσιοι, epist. of Hippokr. 40 cases of « to 22 
of 7. 

The guttural forms have been given a place even in the Dorie of the 
Pseudo-Timaios : ὁκόσος 93 B, 96 E, 99 C, 100 B, C, Ὁ, ὅκως 99 A, tor C. 

344.| Other cases of Ionic K=II are: Κυανοψιών in Kyzikos 
and Samos (Berlin. Monatsberichte, 1859, p. 739). πύανος and 
ΠΠυανοψιών have π᾿ where « is strictly in place. See Reinach, 
Traité, p. 489, Brugmann, Gr. Gr. p. 32, note. On κτάομαι or 
κτέομαι--:- πάομαι, see δὲ 169, 246. 


345.| K for T. 


Only one case deserves notice. In Archil. 14, we read ἔσκε for 
ἔστε, the only instance of this form. See § 716. ἔστε was 
employed by Hdt. and the pseudo-Ionic writers, ¢.g. Arrian, 
Ind. 19,.- 
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346.] Transposition of Aspiration! (X=K). 

The shifting of χ-κ, 0-7, p-7 arises from so strong an aspirated 
pronunciation of x, τ, 7 that the ¢enues and aspiratae represented 
nearly the same sound. This phenomenon, though not restricted 
to Ionic”, nevertheless obtained in that dialect the dignity of 
admission into literature, from which it was usually debarred in 
other dialects. The Ionic forms are usually original, as in the 
case of ἐνθαῦτα, cf. ἔνθα. Ionic inscriptions of the best period 
do not offer instances of the intermediate form with double 
aspirate such as XaAyndev in Attic inscriptions. 

κιθών ϑεξεχιτών Hdt. IL 81, Samos 220,53, 16) 97) Κιθωνίσκος 
220,,, ef. κιθωνίσκον C. I. A. IL 759, 11 11. In Anakr. 59 the 
Attic form is read by Bergk, following the scholiast on Eurip. 
Hek. 934. The form κιτών occurs in Sikilian Dorie (Sophron 
62, Ahrens), and in Attic inscriptions (κιτῶνα C. I. A. II 764,). 

κύθρη,.κύθρος, κυθρίδιον are often cited as Ionic by the gram- 
marians*. The MSS. of Hdt. however have χυτρίδων V 88, and 
in Hipponax 25 we find χυτροπόδιον. κυθρίδιον in Hippokr. 
VIT 394 in @ (cf. 396) justifies our writing the Herodoteian and 
Hipponaktian words with x. The pseudo-Ionists have κύθρη, 
which appears in Herodas, III 1 (found in Stobaios, Serm. 78, 6) 
though in the recently discovered papyrus χύτρη appears (7,7). 
Like forms are found in Clemens Alex. and Josephos. In a late 
inscription from Oropos (Ἐφ. ἀρχ. 1889, p. 3, 1]. 12, 13) we find 

utpls. 

: Forms adduced by grammarians are: κείθιον τε χείτιον Hust. 
1259363 κώρυκος (χωρεῖν) Hust. 14464, 153447; ἀκάντιον Greg. 
Kor. § 28 must be an error for ἀκάνθιον, with which he would 
compare ἀχάντιον ὅ, 

347.| K for Χ by Dissimilation. 

Φρυνικίδης Thasos (L.) 7 A 4=®pvviyidns which is found 
in Hippokr. II 704. Cf. χείμετλον Hippon. 1ο,Ξεχείμεθλον, 
χύτλον Ξε χύθλον and see B, δ. I 65, Ascoli Kritesche Studien, 
Ῥ. 404, note 2. 

' Greg. Kor. § 28, An. Ox. I 3973, Choir. 635... Even ἔτυκον is derived 


from ἔτυχον in An. Par. III 183,,; similar vagaries occur in An. Par. IIT 
22014. 

* Cf. Attic φιδάκνη, πάθνη in the Common dialect (cf. Eust. 125035). The 

fact that the Common dialect adopted the shifting of aspiration renders 
doubtful the ascription to Ionic of certain glosses, 6. 9. θωτάζω, τριγχός in 
Hesychios, 
et Greg. Kor. p. 414 (ef. 341), Gram. Meerm. 649; Bekk. An. II 79 329 
(κιθώνιον), An. Par. IIT 5710, Eust. 46852, 746,,;; Hesych. κίθων" (κιθών ?) πῶμα 
πίθου and προκιθώνιον᾽" τὸ πρόρινον. 
. Ξ An. Par. ΠῚ 571. Et. M. 45442, Eust. 468,,, 746)ς, Choir. 635.., Hesych. 
ἐπικύθριον' τὸ πῶμα τῆς χύτρας. An. Ox. I 36644, Greg. Kor. 341 call κύθρα 
Doric, and Eust. regards the « form as Sikilian as well as Ionic. Epicharmos 
has χύτρα according to our sources. 

° Cf, An, Par. IIT 57,,, Meerm. 649, Eust. 46853, 74617. 
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Καλχηδόνιος Hdt. IV 85, 144, V 26 is an older orthography 
for XaAx-, which occurs frequently in the MSS. (Bredow, p. 92). 
In VI 33 all the MSS. except R have Xadx-. In Attic 
inscriptions of the fifth century both Kady- and Χαλχ- occur. 

With the above mentioned words we may compare ᾿Αγκιθείδης 
in Delos, Ditt. Sy/7. p. 513, note 26, which name is derived from 
᾿Αγχίθεος as ᾿Εκέφυλος from ᾿Εχέφυλος. 


348.] Other cases of Ionic Καὶ varying with X. 


déxoyat* with its compounds occurs in New Ionic literature, 
and is also Aiolic, Doric, and Arkadian for δέχομαι the Attic 
form which is due to analogy*. Attic has retained the original 
K IN δωροδόκος. δέχομαι 1s however not unknown upon Jonic 
soil. καταδέχηται in Amphipolis 10,5., may be regarded as 
offering inconclusive testimony because of its late date (358 B.c.); 
but Teos 156 B 21, one of the oldest stone records of the dialect, 
by its ὑποδέχοιτο shows that the aspirated form was not unknown 
to the Ionic of the fifth century. δέχομαι may have held its 
ground from the Homeric period (Homer has no case of δέκομαι) 
side by side with the morphologically older form which was 
generally adopted by literary prose. Instances of δέχομαι before 
Hippokrates are rare (Hipponax has προσδέχονται in frag. 8) and 
not certain. In Huippokrates δέχομαι is often attested, e.g. 
V 604 (102), 612 (139), 618 (156), 11 76, 152, 246, 372, 610, 
III 50, 258. Lukian has δέκομαι except in Astr. 29, while in 
Arrian the two forms are about equally divided. δέκομαι is 
found in Abydenos 1, Vita Homert 123; δέχομαι in Aretaios, 
epist. Hippokr., Euseb. Mynd. 1. 

οὐκί Hom., Hdt., Attic οὐχί, which form is used by Herodas 
twelve times. Cf. Hdn. II 379,, (Choir. 699,;), Et. Mag. 6244, 
PieGud, 428), 440,, An) Ox. 1°301,, 3119, 31933, Bekk. An. 
I 5709) LL 718,5, og, and οὐκ ἕπεται Hesych. Homeric τετυκεῖν, 
τετυκέσθαι from τεύχω may here be mentioned. Herodas has 
ἐπιβρύχουσα 6,,, where -βρύκουσα would be the Attic form. 
Zonaras 1512 says that the Attics, Dorians, and Jonians, except 
Anakreon (88), used poyAds. Upon inscriptions « is sometimes 
written for x after σ and before p: Aloxpaos Styra 19j53; ef. 
Αἰσχρίων 19154, Α]ἴσχρων Thasos 71, With this «, cf. that im 
the Hleian πάσκοι C. 1). 1. 11525. 


1 Hdn. II 5715: δέκω Eust. 7469, 5842, 13996 (cf. 17785), πανδοκεύς Eust. 
1590;4, ξεινοδόκος An. Ox. I 3003). Eust. does not shrink from assuming an 
ἔκω in Ionic, 1182... This form is found in Modern Greek dialects but is of 
course not a survival. <A similar vagary as regards δέκα appears in Bekk. 
An. II 710;. 

2 Brugmann Grundr. I ὃ 486 note, Osthoff Perfect, 234, 299. G. Meyer 
Gram. § 207 sets up the proportion βρέξω : Bpéxw :: δέξομαι : δέχομαι. But βρέξω 
is quite late, and ἔβρεξα did not come into vogue before Hippokrates. 
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349.| K for I. 

κ is softened into y, as in Attic, in the following words. 

κναφεύς cloth-corder Hdt. IV 14, κναφήιον IV 14= Hippokratic 
(II 666) and=Attic yrapeds, γναφε[1]ον C. 1. A. 11 817 A 28 
(358 B.c.). The older stage of Attic is here on a plane with 
Tonic, as is seen by κναφεύς C. 1. A. IV A 373 F, a document 
of the sixth century. Herodas has γναφέυς 4,,. Hdt. has also 
κνάφος I 92. 

With ἀνακάμπτειν in Hdt. II 8, cf. ἀναγνάμπτειν in Homer, 
κνάμπτειν, γνάπτειν, κνάπτειν in Attic. Hdt. has καμπή I 185, 
ἐπικαμπή 1 180, Hippokr. ἐπικάμπειν. See Siegismund in Cur- 
tius’ Studien V 192. These examples of the variation between an 
initial tenuis and media before vowels have analogues elsewhere, 
e.g. Phokian βρυτανεύω = πρυτανεύω, Kretan κλάγος = γλάγος, 
Attic Κνίφων -- Γνίφων. In two other words of doubtful formation 
a like phonetic interchange after an initial vowel may be noted. 
᾿Αγβάτανα is not better than’ ExBdrava (δ 129) because of the g of 
Haitgmatdnazy, loc. sing., Behistan II 76 ; ᾿Ωγῆνος, in a fragment 
of Pherekydes of Syros quoted by Clem. Alex. 741 P, recalls the 
Hesychian glosses “Qyjv, ὠγένιος which the ancients connected 
with ’Oxeavos. 


350.| X for I. 

πρῆχμα Chios 174 B 18 stands for πρῆγμα. χμ is not from yp 
(which is a favourite sound-combination, y being the guttural 
nasal), but from analogy of -xua, -χμος forms (βρεχμός, ἔχμα). 
The form πρῆχμα has been held by Roehl and Karsten to be 
a peculiarity of the sub-dialect of Chios-Erythrai. Bechtel 
however compares the v./. of B in Archil. 30 μυριχμένας for 
the received ἐσμυρισμένας. Cf. also Hesychios’ ἐσμυριγμέναι" 
μεμυρισμέναι. Other forms that may be noted in this con- 
nection are μεμορυχμένα v. 1. v 435, διαπεπλεχμένα (quaedam 
ἀντίγραφα Galen. tempore) Hippokr. 11 120. Cf. παράδειχμα in 
Epidaurian, C. 1). 1. 3325051, κο, 


Hdn. IL 252,,=Et. M. 15139 ἄρχμενος : —&peire δὲ ἄργμενος᾽ φύλαξαν δὲ τὸ 
X δοκεῖ Ἰωνικὸν εἶναι, καθὸ καὶ τὸ ἔργμα ἔρχμα φασίν. Cf. ΤΙ 140ς οῃ ἔρχατο. In 


11 371,= Et. M. 371.5 we should expect ἐρεχμός, διωχμός, ληχμός (Antimachos) 
to be called Ionic, not Aiolic. 


351.| Varia. 


1. ἐχ for ἐκ before an aspirate in ἐχφέρειν Keos 43, is not 
specifically Ionic. Cf. ἐχ φυλῆς C. 1. A. I 31 A 7, ex peper bau 
in Kretan, Cauer 1179. Ionic has ἐκχεῖν in 43,5. 

2. In δεδόκχθαι Samos 221,,, we find xy for x, i.e. kh 
became xx. Cf. ὄπφις -- ὄφις, according to the probable con- 
jecture of Bergk in Hipponax 49. In ἐλεγκθέντος Mylasa 
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248 C 11 we have κθ written for χθ. The pronunciation 
of ὁ after both « and + was difficult, y@ and 0 having in 
reality but a single ἡ. See § 362. 

3. Upon a papyrus couched chiefly in the Ionic dialect and 
dating from the fourth century 8. ο. (Phidol. XLI 748) we find 
τυχχάνοι in line 11, but τυχάνοι in line 8. In the latter case 
we have the expulsion, in the former the assimilation, of the 
nasal, as in Νύφη and ξυββάλλεσθαι. 

352.] μικκός < μικ-υός, a by-form of μικ-ρός, is called Ionic by 
Eust. 21759 (cf. 610,;), but is also Aiolic and Doric. It occurs 
in Herodas 6,5 who has also μικρός 74;.  Boiot. Μίκκα has 
hypocoristic gemination. Cf. Lat. mica, micidus, Μικίς Naukr. 
745. 

858.] Γ for B. 

γλήχων (or γληχώ) is called Ionic for Attic βλήχων (Dorie and 
Boiotian γλάχων) in Bekk. Anecd. I 30,, and in other gramma- 
tical treatises. γλήχων occurs in the Hymn to Demeter, Hippo- 
krates, and Herodas, frag. (7). Such a variation between Attic 
and Jonic in the representation of an original g sound deserves 


note from its very isolation, On the accent, see Chandler, 
§ 606. 


354.| Koppa. 

© appears in Joniec inscriptions chiefly before o and v, but also 
before A, p, and v. The velar pronunciation of the guttural 
sound is indicated by the retention of the character reproducing 
goph in the following instances :— 

(1) Γλαῦφος, on an amphora froma Chalkidian colony, Roberts 
I 189 G, Volei I 188 G, Naukratis I 218 (=Rob. I 132 ¢er); 
Kaigos Naukratis IT 717, 795; καφῶι Arkesine 30=Rob. I 
160 D; ‘Potoos Naukratis II 778; ἀ]ντιδίφοις Chalkidian 13,, 
(cf. ἀντίδικος Orop. 18,,); τεσ(σ)ερακαιεβδο[ μη |oovrovrns Delos 
58; Δημόδοφος Volci, Rob. I 188 A; Λεώδοφος, on a Chalkidian 
amphora, Rob. I 189 H; Οολοφώνιος Abu-Simbel 152; Qovpn 
Naxos 23; Διοσφουρ- Naukratis I 675-682, 11 833-836, &c.; 
Qo --=-- Chalkidian, Bechtel 13. 

(2) Ούφ»[ο]ς, Chalkid. amphora, Rob. I 192 (a); λήφυθος 
Kyme, Rob. I 173; ᾿Αρφύλης Chalkidian, Rob. I 183 (ὁ). 

(3) φλυτώ Volei, Rob, 1 188 BE; Ολύτιος Volei, Rob. I 193 (c). 

(4) Ἐπιφρήθεος Styra 10:01 is a doubtful form. o seems, with 
this possible exception, to have ceased to be used in the Styrian 
tablets of the fifth century. 

(5) Qvev[o]s Chalkid., Rob. I 192 (a). 
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Dentals. 


On (=6, see § 377. 
355.| T for ©. 


αὖτις 1 - αὖθις, epic, Herakleitos τό, Hdt. II 149, &c. Hdt. I 
62 has peradris according to Stein, who reads αὐθιγενέες 1V 40, 
αὐθιγενέι TV 180, αὐθιγενές II 149, and in the same sentence 
αὖτις. αὖτις occurs Hrd. 1,5, 5.1» 93, and by conjecture in Anakr. 
29. This form is also Kretan. It is found in the pseudo-Ionists 
Lukian, e.g. ἢ. A. 5, Euseb, Mynd. 63, and Eusebios, ὃ 2. 
Hippokrates* prefers αὖθις to αὖτις, as his supposititious letters, 
Aretaios, Abydenos. In Arrian also the Attic form has found a 
place, while Polybios adopts upon occasion the Ionic form. 

Variation between τ and 6 is strongly marked in Ταργήλιος, 
Θαργήλιος. Both forms occur upon the same inscription, Jasos 
10457, og (T'), 104,4(@). Anakreon 40 has the τ form; in Hipponax 
37, Ταργηλίοισιν is a conjecture, the MSS. having yapy- and 
©apy-. Ταργηλιών is the name of the month in Delos (cf. B.C. 7. 
V 26) and Tenos. Θαργήλια in Archil. ep. 113 is changed with- 
out warrant by Bergk to Ταργήλια. In Chios 174 C 18 we have 
the name Θαργελέο[ ς], and in Amorgos, Kyzikos, and Ephesos 
the name of the month was Θαργηλιών. We know also of 
Θαργήλια in Miletos. 

τευθίς Sim. Amorg. 15 and θευτίς or θεῦτις Hipponax 115, 
would seem to be mutually exclusive in Ionic. θευτίς was doubtless 
adopted in Eastern Ionic, though which was the form among 
the Euboians, on whose coins the sepia appeared, is unknown. 
Hesychios has θωτάζει: ἐμπαίζει, χλευάζει, ἐ.6. τωθάζει, without 
attributing to an Ionic source this example of the movement of 
the dentals. Both Hdt. and Hippokr. have τωθάζω. 


Certain words connected with, or forms of, θάπτω and τέθηπα are called 
Ionic by the ancients: τάφος burial and amazement, Ionic for θάπος, Hdn. IT 
382, =An. Ox. I 3071, Apoll. Synt. 550, Bekk., Orion 1515, Choir. 63533 (who 
calls θρέψω and θρέξω ([) Ionic), Et. M. 748,,. Cf. also An. Par. III 577) 
Schol. Ven. A on IX 193, Et. M. 7485, Et. Gud. 5225., An. Par. III 5719; 
τεθηπότες Apoll, D. Synt. 550. Hdt. has τεθάφαται VI 103, where R has 
τετάφαται. ἐτάφη is found in Herodotos (III 10), ἐθάφθη in Sim. Keos 1675. 


* Greg. Kor. p. 473, Eust. 117592, cf. 78926, 1006,,, Anecd. Bachm. II Ol oy 
(Max. Plan.) “Ὅμηρος καὶ Ἴωνες ; Tzetz. Bx. 1]. 84,,, and on Hsd. W. Ὁ. 560 (ef. 
156), where αὖτις is also referred to the Κοινή. 

* Littré adopts αὖθις III 104 (no v.1.), 236 (Aldus alone aris), 242 (αὖτις C), 
11 82 (αὖτις 2146), VI 92 (αὖτις A Μ). Littré has certainly gone too far 
in rejecting the Ionic form, 
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356.| © for T. 

On θ in Kiddy, κύθρη, see § 346. 

ἐνθεῦτεν |, ἐνθαῦτα in Hdt. with retention of original aspira- 
tion®. The form ἐνθαῦτα is also found in the very ancient 
papyrus (Phzlologus XLI 748 1. 6), epist. Hippokr. 17,,, Vita Hom. 
2. On ἐντοῦθα Oropos 18,,, see § 256. The intermediate stage 
between ἐνθαυτ- and ἐνταυθ- appears in ἐνθαυθοῖ Attic (C. 1. A. 
IV B 27 B 13; 439 B. C.), if the first 9 is not due to the 
influence of the second. In the Kymaian θυφλός (Roberts I 173) 
and ἐθέθην (Rob. I 174°) the 6’s seem to be due to etymological 
considerations. This phenomenon is not restricted to Ionic, but 
occurs in Lakonian, Argolic, &c. 

M. Schmidt suggests that the Hesychian gloss Θελγῖνες" οἱ 
Tedxives is Ionic. This is doubtful on account of the rest of the 
gloss: γόητες, πανοῦργοι, φαρμακευταί. 

βάθρακος is stated by ancient grammarians to be the Herodo- 
teian form for βάτραχος (see δὲ 147, 335)*. No editor, however, 
deserts the MS. tradition in Hdt. IV 131, 132; and Pigres, 
the author of the Batrachomyomachia, though an elder contem- 
porary of the historian, does not recognize the form with 0. 


357.] Varia. 

ΠῚ τ πὶ 

Palatal τ is found in Τενθεύς (ὁ Πενθεὺς παρὰ “Exarai@, Photios). 
Πενθεύς is a clipped-name of MeyarévOns. Τελέθριον in Kuboia 
is the equivalent of Πελεθρόνιον in Thessaly. 

2. 6 for ὃ in μηθέν Hrd. 291, μηθενί Teos 158,,, and οὐθένα, 
Olbia C. 1. G. 2058 A 32, is not specifically Ionic. The aspiration 
of an original media is widely known in all the dialects as they 
approach the Κοινή stage. A noteworthy instance of 0=6 is θ᾽ 
ὁμόλευκτρος B. C. H. TV 287, 1. 5 (Paros). 

3. Beyond the pale of regular phonetic change lie Μιτροδάτης 
and Μιτροβάτης. 

4. t for 6. 

The schol. on Thuk. I 64 makes the curious statement in 
regard to ᾿Αφύτιος that it is Ionic for ᾿Αφύδιος. Because of the 
termination, we should rather say. For ἀτράφαξυς, Hippokr. VI 
560 has ἀνδράφαξυς. For κρατευτής Il. IX 214, the Attic is 
κρατευτής and κραδευτής. For δρύφακτος, we find τρύφακτος In 
Delos, B. C. H. 1890, p. 397, and in Oropos, ’E@np. apx. 1889, 
p- 3, 1. 4-53; ef. Hdn. II 595,, who says that some wrote the 


1 Greg. Kor, 465, Eust. 4682, 74615, An. Ox. I 3975, An. Par. III 5710» 
Apoll, Synt. 55. - ᾿ 

2 ἐνταῦθα, the Attic form, is very common in MSS. of Ionic writers, e.g. 
Sim. Am. 23,, Hrd. 3.5, epist. Hippokr. 27.7, ss) σα) ἐντεῦθεν Vita Hom. 13, 21. 

3 Cf, Attic ἀνεθέθη in the same inscription as ἐνθαυθοΐ, 

* See also Eust. 746,., Meerm. 649. 
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word with ὃ, and also § 335. The Delian inscription, ὦ, /. p. 404, 
has ἐνώτια, with which cf. ἐνῴδιον. ; 

τάπης occurs in Homer, Herodas 2,,, though Ail. Dionysios 
apud Bust. 13694, says that δάπης and dams are the older forms. 
δάπις occurs in Aristophanes, &e., but all MSS. have the 7 form 
in Plut. 541. 

5. 76 for 6, &e. 

In Πιτθεύς on a coin from Ephesos Num. Chron. 1881, 16 
(IIT@EYOS) and also Attic (Ὁ. I. A. III go8, 1962), the 76 is 
a development of 6 (¢h becoming ¢p). On ττ in another form of 
this name, see § 361, 2. 

6. 6 and y. 

dvddos, δνοφερός in Hom., δνοφερός Hippokr. VI 384 = Aiolic 
γνόφος, where y, softened from x, becomes ὃ before νυ. Cf. advdv 
for ἁγνόν in Kretan, and dlory for glory, a pronunciation heard 
in New England. 

7. 6 between σὰ is expelled in ἐσλῆ[ς] Chios 175, a metrical 
inscription. ἐσλός is thus shown to be not necessarily Aiolic, as 
Karsten held (p. 19), Cf. also ἐσλός in C. D. I. 1200, formerly 
referred to Arkadian, and in Doric (Greg. Korinth. p. 213, who 
quotes from Pindar). Elsewhere in Ionic the @ is preserved in 
this word, e.g: Sim. Am. 65. 


358.| A dental followed by p. 


1. -du- does not become -op-: ὀδμή Hdt. III 24 as in Homer, 
Hippokr., Aret. (but κάκοσμα 285,, εὐόσμου 315,), ὀδμᾶσθαι 
Demokr. Phys. 1. On ὀδμή in Old Attic, see Rutherford’s 
Phrynichus p. 160. Whenever ὃ + suffixal μ᾽ seems to become cp, 
the o is due to analogy. iduev? in Hdt. VII 111, Demokr. 
Phys. τ, 5, 9, Luk. Dea Syr. 2; ἴσμεν in Aretaios 68,,, 212,, and 
Arrian 4,, (where Hercher reads ?é-) is from analogy to ἴστε. 
In μεσόδμη, which is found in Hom., Hippokr., and is the 
equivalent of Attic μεσόμνη (C. I. A. IT 1054,,), du becomes pd 
and this μὸ passes into py according to Prellwitz, B. δι XVII 
172. ‘The name Κάδμος occurs in Thasos (L.) 5,,20A 4; Μέδμα 
in Hekataios. 

2. -Ou- remains unchanged in ἀναβαθμός Hdt. IT 125, ἠθμόν 
Prokon. 103 (stelé of Sigeion). ῥυθμός Hdt. V 58, Demokr. 205 
(Stob., -σμ- according to Mullach) seems in accordance with 
Phrynichos’ rule: βαθμὸς ἰακὸν διὰ τοῦ 0, διὰ τοῦ σ ἀττικόν, 
βασμός (CCXCVI, Rutherford). Either this rule must not be 
taken to hold good in the case of other words, or ῥυσμός Archil. 
66,, Anakr. 74,, is an Attic interloper. βασμόν Kyzik. 111,, 
and ἀνδροβασμός Erythrai 201, are inscriptional forms not free 


* Bekk, Anecd. I 563, Phryn. 160 (R.) ὀδμὴ Ἰώνων, cf. Eust. 15709. 
2 Eust. 1570, (Dorie). 
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from the suspicion of being Attic, since both documents are to 
be placed in the fourth century B.c. ῥυσμός may contain the 
suffix -σμο- which is borrowed from δα-σμός, δε-σμός, &e. At 
least such an analogical formation came into existence several 
centuries before the period of Archilochos (Homeric θεσμός). 
See Solmsen, AK. Ζ. XXIX 119, Kretschmer, ἐδώ. XXIX 429. 
Many of the occurrences of oy in nouns have their parallel i in op 
in verbal forms, 6. 9. ἐράσμιος in Anakreon, ὕσμα, κνῆσμα, ἔμεσμα, 
κρεμασμός, ἜΤ σχάσμα in Hippokrates. 


Labials. 


359.| Ionic B=A of other dialects. 

Before dark vowels I. E. g became 8, before those of light 
colour 6. 

βούλομαι Tonic-Attic = Aiolic βόλλομαι, Arkadian βόλομαι 
(also Kyprian and Homeric), Pamphylian βώλομαι, Herakleian 
δήλομαι, Lokrian and Delphian δείλομαι. In Thessalian βέλλομαι, 
Boiot. βείλομαι, β is due to the influence exerted by BoAAd and 
Borda respectively. 

ὀβελός in Hom., Hdt., Boiot., Attic (διωβελία) = ὀδελός in 
Delphian, Megarian, Kretan, Tarentine. ὀβολός in τετρωβόλου 
Hrd. 6,, has its penultimate o by assimilation to the initial o. 


360.| Ionic B=T of other dialects. 
βλέφαρον-εγλέφαρον in Pindar; cf. ποτιγλέποι in Alkman. 
πρέσβυς = mpioyetes, BOIOTIAN § 43. 


361.| Relation of IT and ®. 
1. [I for ®. 


᾿Αμπιθάλης Delos 55 II 8, is a form parallel to ᾿Αμφιθάλης 
55 V το, &c., and formed by dissimilation from it; cf. ἀμπέχω 
and ἀμφίσκοντες" ἐνδυόμενοι. 


1. Eust. 23902, 33 holds that πατριά (-4) is the Ionic form of the Attic φρατρία. 
πατριή is found in Tasos J. H. 5. IX 341, No. 3,1. 4 ; ef. πατριαί ἴῃ Hdt. I 200 and 
Eleian C. D. I. 1152 (see Blass ad loc.) and the Arkadian πάτρα, ibid. 1194. That 
the spelling without the first p is Attic and Doric is apparent from C. I. A. II 
599, (fourth century), Chios, Ditt. Syil. 360,, (where it is Attic), Delphic (ἰδία, 
294 B 77), Andros, Mitth. I 237, Phokian, Cauer 223 B 14, Koan, ibid. 159. 
The difficulty of identifying the two forms is enhanced by the fact that the 
inseription from Iasos has πατριήν, not πητριήν. Though in Hdt. 1125 onlyd 
and the Aldine edition have the suspicious φήτρη for φρήτρη, yet we should 
expect πη- if the word is connected with pparpia (Homeric φρήτρη). While 
the expulsion of one p is a well-known phenomenon, dissimilation at the 
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same time of ¢ to π is out of the question. The word has no connection with 
φράτηρ, φράτωρ. 
The Et. Gud. 440, maintains that the Ionians used ἀπείληπα for ἀπείληφα. 
2. Ἐπιάλτης in Hadt., and on a vase in Overbeck’s Atlas zur Kunstmyth., pl. IV, 
No, 6, is the original form of the name. Ἐφιάλτης has an inorganic ¢ Cf, 
the Alkaian Ἐπιάλτης and ἐπίαλος. 


2. ® for II. 

Φίττων in Keos 44 A 7 is the equivalent of Attic Πίθων (Ὁ. I. 
A. I 433, II 22, 434,,), the Boiotian Φίθων C. D. 1. 850 (Φίττων 
perhaps occurs also in Mitth. IX 319, D 71, in an inscription 
from Keos), and is a shortened form of Πιτθεύς (Πιθείδης Keos 44 
A το, ὃ 357, 5). ΟἿ, Berradds in Boiotian= Thess, Πετθαλός. 


Κρίσφου in a late Parian inscription B. C. H. 1 135, No. 48, is an example of 
the wide-spread inability of the later imperial period to distinguish between 
tenuis and aspirata. The » of the aspirated perfect rerpdpara is claimed as 
Tonic by Et. M. 366,. 


362.| Πφ for ®. 
In M 208 for ὄφιν at the end of the verse we find ὄπφιν in S, 


and ὄφιν in H. This spelling is furthermore attested by Eust. 
900,, (cf. 157753, 17555). In Hipponax 49, (ἢν αὐτὸν ὄφις 
τὠντικνήμιον δήκῃ) We may either follow the procedure of Herodian 
(Villoison, Anecd. II 86), who adopted this spelling in Homer, 
or we may accept that with 71, which is defended by σκύπφος 
Anakr. 82, Hesiod frag. 174 (cf. Athenaios XI 498 A), Delos 
(B. C. H. VII 109, 1. 24, 26, &e., a prose inscription), σκύπφειον 
Stesich. 7 (Casaubon), and reinforced by the analogy of Πιτθεύς 
(ὁ 357, 5), ὄκχον Pind. Οἱ. VI 24, ὀκχέοντι II 67. Antimachos 
78 K) also made use of the form ὄφις, the length of whose 
initial syllable is due to affrication. Cf. Ζεφυρίη ἡ 119, Bpdxos 
Theog. 1099 &c.; ὃ 351, 357, 5. In Hipponax 49, ὄφις may be 
either ὄφις or ὄφις. 

καταπθιμέϊνη]ς Chios 175, is an attempt at a more exact 
phonetic orthography than καταφθιμ, ἐνων Keos 43,, in both 
cases there being but one / after the double labial. ΟἿ, ἐλεγκ- 
θέντος under § 351 and K. Z, XXVIII 179. 


363.| Π for B, and ® for B. 

᾿Αμπρακιῆται Hdt. IX 28, 31 (Ἀμπρακιῶται VIII 45, 47) and 
so in Thukydides and I. G. A. 70, was later on spelled ’App-, 
mp becoming mb as in Modern Greek. Coins of Ambrakia 
generally have β (C. D. I. 3185), while Attic inscriptions have 
B or 7. Aenadeds Keos (Mitth. IX 274,,), a form that is also 


* Fick conjectured ofpis =6 ὄφις (Odyssee 24). 


466. SIGMA. 303 


Delphic, On ἤμβλακον Archil. 73, see 4. J. δι VI 46. Anakr, 
(141) perhaps used the form ἀστραφή for ἀστράβη. 


364.] Varia. 


ἀρτοπόπος is called Ionic for ἀρτοκόπος in Bekk. Anecd.I 447,,;= 
Bachm. Anecd. I 147,; Hdt. has however (I 51) the « form. 

ὁππότε Kallin, 1,, Theog. 531 is not Ionic (ᾧ 342, note 1). 

σάμβαλα, for σάνδαλα, and related forms are used by Hipponax 
18,, Anakr. 14,, Herodas 7,,, 715» ef. Sappho 98,, Eumelos apud 
Paus. IV 33, 3, and under Atozic. 

There is no variation in Ionic between ¢ and @ not known in 
other dialects. Ἐργόφεμις Styra 19,5) 1s a mere slip for -θεμις. 
Δωροφέα, Rob. I 29, is not an Ionic name for Awpobén. φλᾶν 
occurs in Hippokrates, and is found in Pindar, Aristophanes, 
Theokritos, while 6av is also employed by Hippokrates and is 
known to Homer, Hesiod, Theokritos, Herodas 2,, (07 contains 
a Doric contraction). φλίβειν which appears in Theokritos XV 
76 and as av. ἦ. in Odyss. 17.9.1 18 used by Hippokr. VI 292, 300, 
in both of which passages C has the form with 6. The ancient 
grammarians thought that the ᾧ forms were the property of the 
Aiolic dialect. θήρ is the Ionic form (cf, Onpiwy Styra 19:16). 


The Spirants. 

365.] Yod. 

The influence of Homeric (a< δια has given life to ζάπλουτος 
even in prose (Hdt. I 32, in the speech of Solon), ζάπεδος occurs 
in Xenophanes 1 and in an epigram from Paros, No. 59 (fifth 
century). See Hinrichs, H. Δ, V. A. p. 43. 4 seems to have be- 
come 1 in μάλιον Tyrt. 12,; see § 163. On combinations of yod, 


see δὸ 224, 367, 370. 


Sigma. 


366.| Adverbs which permit an option of finals _ 
refuse the adoption of the sibilant in the following cases in Hdt.; 
μέχρι, ἄχρι, and ἰθύ, idvs, which are differentiated in meaning. 
οὕτω occurs before both vowels and consonants, and οὕτως before 
vowels is rarely attested by all MSS. On the other hand -s 
oceurs in πολλάκις 1 (followed by a consonant) and ἀτρέμας 
(followed by a vowel). χωρίς has a rare by-form in Dorie without 
s (Thera, Cauer 148 Β 8, χῶρι Hdn. I 506), who quotes from 


τ Joh. Alex. 37,; Hdn. II 220,, note, 
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Kallimachos χῶρι διατμήγουσι, cf. Apoll. Adv. 138), 16295 
Schneider). The inscription from Oropos (No. 18) that has μέχρι 
even before a vowel (1. 3) has χωρίς (1. 44). Archil. 37 used 
ἐγκυτί and so did Kallimachos according to the testimony of Joh. 
Alex. 48,0 (Hdn. I 506,4, 511,5). 


367.| Ionic o'=Attic σ «τι 

in nouns with the suffix ¢, in . stems with + preceding the 
stem suffix (κάσις, κασίγνητος, ef. ἔγκατα), in adjectives in which 
the ending zo follows upon a 7 contained in the stem, and in 
the 3rd sing. of -ys verbs, and 3rd plur. present and perfect. 
The influence of other forms has frequently caused the retention 
of τι, ¢.g. παντί, ὀνόματι, ef. Attic ναυτία (=Ionie ναυσίη) because 
of ναύτης. Elsewhere r before accented . does not become σ, 
as it does not in oxytones and paroxytones; while final τι in 
proparoxytones is usually assibilated, according to Kretschmer in 
K. Z. XXX 565 ff.; whose discussion of the question does not 
yield wholly satisfactory results. The force of analogy has re- 
tained τ frequently in forms where o is properly in place, e.g. 
νότιος (Hdt., Hippokr.) with the τ of νότος. φάτις (Herakl. 3) 
retains its r either from the influence of φατίζω or from the in- 
fluence of the form *gare,-; the tendency to dissimilation from 
φάσις being an auxiliary factor in the preservation of the form ὃ, 
πλουσίη has the σ of πλούσιος. The Ionic character of ἄμπωτις 
in Hdt. has been impeached by Kretschmer, not only because of 
the retention of the dental contrary to the rule formulated by 
him, but also on the score of the unusual apocope, on which see 
§ 715. Less valid is the objection of G. Meyer (that the radical 
πω is found in the present in Aiolic alone), since the parent pai 
is proethnic, and substantival forms with ὦ (which need not be 
derived from the perfect) are the property of other dialects than 
Ionic. That Herodotos should have adopted a Doric word re- 
lating to the sea, as Kretschmer contends /. 7. 572, passes belief. 
Tonic-Attic πλησίος is an obstinate form, but due, according to 
the scholar just mentioned, to the influence of παραπλήσιος. 


368. ] 

Homeric ποτί, Sim. Keos (?) 85,;=Avest. paiti is not Doric, notwithstanding 
that it is the usual form in the dialects’ of Dorian sympathies. Ionic 
inherited together with other members of the Hellenic race the proethnically 
distinct forms ποτί and προτί. In Doric ποτί may lose its iota before a vowel, 
in Homer an elided mori and προτί are unknown. 


* An, Ox. IT 361 y quotes as Ionic the change of τ to o in εὐεργεσία 
(evepyérns). 

* ἁλουσίη Hdt., Hippokr., -σία Eurip., but -τία Eupolis (ef. Lobeck’s Phrynichus, 
Ρ. 5 


SOs: 
* Cf. ὕπτιος because of thos. 
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369.] Ionic o for Attic τ is found in the following words. 

σήμερον in Homer, Hrd. 2,, and in the suspected verse of the 
Rhesos (683), from the pronominal stem ¢ia, which is also the 
source of Attic τῆτες, of which σῆτες is the Ionic form (Et. M. 
71145). The dialects exclusive of Attic had o in these words. 
Cf. Hesychios τήμερον ᾿Αττικοὶ [τήμερος] καὶ τήμερα λέγουσιν. 
It may be noted that the existence of an adjective τήμερος is 
evident from the scholiast on Clouds 699 (see Jackson in Class. 
Rev. VI 4). 
; The o of σηλία, attested in Bekk. Anecd. I 382,,, may be 
onie. 


σεῦτλον is the equivalent of Attic τεῦτλον, which appears in 
Hippokr. VI 248, 252, though in II 482 4 has the σ- form, 
which is also found in 6 in VI 560. Littré reads τεῦτλον in the 
pseudo-Hippokratic tracts. In later Attic the ridiculed σεῦτλον 
found a place, and σήμερον was occasionally adopted. 

Hesychios reports as dialect by-forms of Attic τύρβη and τύρβα 
(Aischylos), σύρβη and σύρβα. The former at least can belong to 
no other dialect than Ionic. Kratinos made use of συρβηνεύς. 


The relation between σαργάνη Aischylos, Suppl. 788 (ἀρτάναις Dindorf with 
Lasearis) and ταργάνη in Hesychios is obscure, though Koegel in Paul and 
Braune’s Beitrdige VII 191 has compared them with Lith. tverii ‘enclose.’ 
Neither σίλφη nor τίλφη occur in Ionie sources. τεύμησατο in Antimachos’ 
Thebais, frag. 3 Kinkel, is not Ionic but Boiotian, at least as regards the 
dental, because of Τευμησσός. The Doric form would be σευμάσατο, the Ionic 
σευμήσατο. Cf. Fick in B. B. VI 236 and Wackernagel in K. Z, XXVIII 121. 
The last named scholar has shown that Ionic σάω for older *codw is repre- 
sented in Attic by *rrdw in διαττᾶν, which was regarded as a compound of 
did +artdw. This ἀττάω was in fact turned into Ionic ἀσσάω by Archestratos 
in Athenaios III 111 F (ἢσσημένα). ἐττημένα' σεσημένα 2, so far from being 
Ionic as M. Schmidt thought, is good Attic and used by Pherekrates. 


$70.| Relation of Ionic oc to Attic rr. 

Tonic oo is=Boiotian, Attic rr when it arises from τι, 64, κι, 
xt, TF, 2. e. Ionic oo is a secondary sound in these cases. 

The position assumed by the Attic inscriptions* (and by those 
monuments of literary Attic which voice the speech of the people) 
in favour of rr makes for the view that whenever we meet with 


1 Cf. Wharton, Class. Rev. VI 259. 

2 Hesychios has ἐττησμένα᾽ σεσεισμένα, Photios ἐττημένα᾽ σεσησμένα. 

3 With ἔπισσαι Hekat. 367 (αἱ ἐπιγιγνόμεναι τοῖς προγόνοις), We May compare 
Vedic apicya, according to Wackernagel in K. Z. XXVIII 122. It is better to 
explain μέτασσαι as also containing a « suffix than to suppose with Giles (Class. 
Rev. III p. 4) that -ασσα is a feminine participial termination. 

Ὁ No inscription in pure Attic, other than a vase inscription, has before 
400 B.c. the go form in cases where there was a possibility of the adoption 
of rr. 

x 
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oo in early Athenian literature we have to deal with a direct or 
indirect influence exerted by Ionic upon nascent Athenian art. 
Once installed in the poetry of the sixth century, oo descended 
as an heirloom to tragedy, which felt the influence, not only of 
Solon, but also of the earlier Ionic poetry and of the beginnings 
of Ionic prose. Thukydides! and the older Attic prose writers 
who adopted oo, though contemporary with Aristophanes and 
his predecessors (whose tr bespeaks the language of the market- 
place), adopted it through the influence of tragedy and of the 
rhetorical canons of the day. 

The only means of avoiding the conclusion that there is an 
artistic reason for the difference between the unvarying rr of the 
inseriptional monuments and the oo of early literature is, with 
Kirchhoff, to maintain that all the cases of oo in early Attic 
literature are due to textual corruption. This view shuts its eyes 
to the true conception of the language of tragedy and of early 
prose in Attika as standing in sympathy, not only with Doric 
(in the choral part of tragedy), but also with Ionic. Cf. δὲ 22, 


61, 378. 


871.] Extension of oo in the Ionic dialects. 

Asiatic Tonic and Island Ionic have oo for Attic rr invariably. 
Whether Western Ionic stood on the side of Attic is not yet 
clear because of lack of evidence. Thus far rr has been discovered 
in Κιττίης Styra 19,,, ἔλαττον Oropos 18,, ,, (ef. ἔλασσον in Hdt., 
Hipp. I 36, Keos 43,), ἐκπρηττόντων Adesp. 22, (an inscription 
found several miles south of Eretria), The question at issue is 
whether these inscriptions are not composed under Attic influence. 
Thuk. VII 57 shows that in the middle of the fifth century 
there existed some political connection between Athens and 
Styra, and there are other proofs of the influence of the rising 
democratic state over the language and alphabet of Euboia. As 
regards the leaden tablets of Styra, we find in 19,,, Μοφσίδης, a 
spelling that bears an Attic aspect. The names Κίσ(σ)υς 105 
and Κίσ(σ)α[ μος] 195. are either those of men not Western 
Tonians or they prove that the above mentioned Kurrins has an 
Attic rr?. The Eretrian dialect of Oropos may, by the end of 
the fifth century, have adopted some Attic spellings. The in- 
scription containing ἔλαττον dates either between 411-402 B.C. or 
between 387-377. 'The Chalkidians certainly did not affect the 
Attic rr. In Olynthos ὃ B we read πίσσης. Ηόσσα in Rhegion 
5 is not necessarily Ionic. 


+ In Thukydides there are very few cases of ττ in all MSS.; 6. g. ταράττεσθαι 
VIII 71, while as ἃ v.1. it is not infrequent: γλώττης I 138, γλῶτταν II 68. 

* Fick, G. G. A. 1883, p. 125 referred Kirrins to Boiotian influence, com- 
paring Κιτ τ]ύλος. Meister writes Κιτύλος C. D. I. 875 (epigr.). 
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8r7u? in Theognis 17, 818, 1200, as in Homer, is from 
v4 
OoT+TL. 


372.| oo in the Aorist. 


In Ionic poetry we have the following instances of oo in the 
aorist, the origin of which, when not derived from o- or 6- 
stems, is still involved in obscurity:—Theognis has ἐγέλασσε 9, 
εἰκάσσαις 127, ὀπάσσῃ 321, ἀπόλεσσαι 323, ἀνύσσας 511, δικάσσαι 
543, ἀρεσσάμενοι 762, ὄλεσσα 831. Sigmatic stems are contained 
in τρεσσάντων Tyrt. 11,4, ἐτέλεσσα Theoge. 953, θεσσάμενοι Arch. 
I1,, eleg., ἠράσσατο Arch. 30 is not a remarkable form in trimeter. 
Homer, Hesiod, and Pindar have -σσ- in this verb ; and Lukian’s 
ἠρήσατο dea Syria 17 cannot be an old form. δικάσσασθαι in 
Hipponax 79 and ὑποργάσσαι in 84 (both tetrameters) are mere 
conjectures of Schneidewin and Meineke respectively. 


373.| Reduction of oc to σ. 


When to oo there is a parallel form in o, oo belongs in general 
to poetry. Thus the epic μέσσος is preserved in Anakr. 80, 
Theog. 331, 994, 1164, μέσσατος 998. Hippon. 127 μεσσηγυ- 
δορποχέστης should probably be written with one o; cf. μεσέων 
Anan. tetr. 5,. Sim. Keos 84 has a certain case of μέσσοι. 
τόσσος Archil. hex. 14 (163 τόσῃ Ὁ), Theog. 83, ὅσσος Tyrt. 114g, - 
Ἐν, ἈΠ ΡΠ 2... lheom., 69,900, ΠΤ 2555 dea 
ὀπίσσω Tyrt. 11,3, Theog. 735, δορυσσόος Theog. 987. ποσί 
is the prose form (Hdt., Hippokr.), and found in Archil. 58, 
tetr., for which Bergk reads ποσσί. The forms with single σ 
are employed in prose and in such poetry as reproduces the 
diction of the epic or of Aiolic. ὅσος, τόσος Hdt., Hippokr. who 
uses ἐς τόσον VIII 284, ὅσος Chios 174 A 8, Anakr. 74,; τόσος 
Theog. 93. Ηόσσα Rhegion 5 cannot be Ionic. Hrd. has 
DGOS "a5, a1, 3e0r 4102) 5a Ops» TOTS 3,5, peoos ὅς, οὕσσα Im 
Demokr. 184 is a figment of Mullach. ὀπίσω Hdt., Demokr., 
rare in Homer. 

In many proper names the MSS. of Hdt. vary between oo 
and o after a long vowel; in fact all dialects show fluctuating 
orthography under these circumstances. In an inscription from 
Smyrna, C. I. G. 3311,, in one from Syros, ᾿Αθήν. 111 530, 1. 18, 
and in Latyschev II 36, we find νῆσσος, with which compare 
“Αλικαρνησσός *, -eds, Ionic forms of the Karian name. In Attic 
we find -νασιοι, -vacevs and -vaccevs, but upon the stones -σσ- 
regularly (¢.e. with only one exception). Bredow contended 


1 Incorrectly called Ionic, Greg. Kor. p. 463, who quotes ὅττι κεν εἴπω. 
The form is of Aiolic texture. At least no other dialect save Aiolic made 
use of the form in post-Homeric times. 

2 See Hdn. I 102, 1214) 20939, [1 80,3, 87815, 87930, 8919. 

Χ 2 
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that Tlapynoods was the correct Herodoteian form, whereas 
Stein writes -νησός. Cf. Παρνησσίου C. 1. A. IT 609,, (324 B.C.), 
Aisch. Choeph. 563 (MSS. -nao-, ef. § 22), 953 (MSS. -ασσ-). 
Hdn. I 209,) prescribes Παρνασσός. -νησσός in Λυρνησσός occurs 
as early as Homer. Stein regards one sigma as correct in 
the Herodoteian Κνώσιος (cf. Kuman. 1892), Ἰήλυσος, Νήρισαι, 
Μυλάσιοι (cf. C. I. A. I 233 τῇ C (447 B.C.)), Νίσαια, Nioa, 
Κηφισός (so in Attic inser.), Κρισαῖον, IIndacées, Tica, &e.; oo 
in ἼΑμφισσα, Ὀρδησσός, Σαλμυδησσός, Ταρτησσός, Ὕμησσός, &e. 
Ἰλισσός and Κορησσός in Stein are incorrect, at least they are 
not Attic; ef. Ἰλισός C. 1. A. I 210, (429 B.c.), 273 F 16; 
Κορήσιοι C. 1. A. 1 229 9 Ὁ (451 8.0.), IL 17 B 25 (378 8.c.), and 
5464 (350 B.C.), a decree of the Koresians. Late coins of Iasos 
have ᾿Ιασέων and Ἰασσέων, Head, H. N. 528. In Halik. 240,, 
we read Ἰμβράσσιδος and in the next line ᾿Ιμβάρσιδος. On the 
Karian -ασσός, -noods1, -ἰσσός, &e., cf. Georg Meyer in B. B. 


X 173-176, 193. 


374.| oo is written for o 


in Ἱσστιαιᾶς Eretria 15,,, Αἰσσχύλου 266 (probably Ionic), ᾿Αντίσ- 
στασι Pantikapaion, Latyschev II 9, in order to display the 
division of the syllables in pronunciation ; oo is written with one 
σ in τἀστήλας Teos 156 B 35, ἐστήλην Erythr. 202,.. 


375.| Whether T for oo is a mere orthographical variation, 
or whether it represents a local pronunciation, is not yet clear. 
See Roberts I ὃ 75, Riemann δ. C. H. IIT 494 ff., Bechtel 
lon. Inschr. p. 141, Ramsay Class. Rev. I 10 and references in 
G. Meyer Gramm. p. 273. Halik. 238, ’AdtkapyaT[éw|v, but 
2.384, ᾿Αλικα[ρνη]σσέων, 238, OaTaTros, 2381, ΠΙ αἸνυάτιος with 
the forms Πανύασσις and ΠΠανύαξις on later documents. This T 
occurs also in Mesembria and perhaps in Teos (θαλάτης I. G. A. 
497 B 23=Bechtel 156 B 23). The existence of samp: may show 
how easy was the transition from Ionic oo to Attic rr. See § 22. 
No doubt the pronunciation of o> was much nearer akin to that 
of rr than the spelling indicates and the difference was to a large 
extent purely orthographical. The ordinary modern pronunciation 
of oo as pure sibilants and of tr as pure dentals cannot have 
been the ancient pronunciation, nor did the Aischyleian actor who 
had oo before him in his score pronounce very differently from his 
hearer who wrote rr. 


1 This is to be distinguished from the Ionic form of the Karian -ασσος, 6. g. 
in ᾿Αλικαρνασσός, which is still preserved in coins of the second century Β. c., 
cf. Head, H. N. 526. In the ancient inscription No. 238 it is noteworthy 
that, though the dialect is Ionic throughout, at the outset the name of the 
inhabitants of Halikarnassos should be given with the form in ἃ, notwith- 
standing that the ending of the genitive is -ewy (a certain reading). 
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876.| ἐσσι in non-sigmatic stems 
is foreign to the genius of the Ionic dialect. The transference of 
-εσσι from its legitimate sphere occurs in only two cases in the poets 
of Ionic birth:—Anakr. 24, πτερύγεσσι, Ananias 5, ἰχθύεσσιν (troch. 
tetram.). In Xenoph. 3, εὐπρεπέεσσιν is a conjecture of Bergk, to 
which Schneidewin’s ἀγαλλόμενοι ravajow is distinctly preferable 
(ef. Aristeas in Kinkel Frag. poet. epic. p. 245). In Solon’s ἥγεμό- 
veoou(6,) we have further evidence of the influence of epic diction ; 
ef. § 61. Anakreon may borrow from his Aiolic exemplars, and 
indeed stands closer to Homer than some of his predecessors. 
That the trochaic tetrameter is less rigid in excluding the 
Aiolisms of Homer than the iambic trimeter, may explain the 
presence of the -εσσι form in Ananios, Theognis with his 
ἄνδρεσσι 306, πάντεσσιν 373, κοράκεσσι 833 is in still closer 
touch with Homer than is Anakreon. 


Z. 


377.| Zeta. 

1. Decisive orthographical criteria for the pronunciation of ¢ 
upon Ionic soil are wanting, but indications point to its having 
been sounded like zd. Blass Aussprache*, p. 116 ff. brings forward 
as evidence of this pronunciation rather than that as ds, znter 
alia the Homeric Ζέλεια, Ζάκυνθος, in which ¢ fails to make 
position because of the dropping of the initial o ((Σ)δάκυνθος, 
not Δσάκυνθος); δαφοινός, δάσκιος, where Aiolic would have 
(a- (above, § 365); wads! =paords, or μασθός ; and Herodoteian 
"ACwros, not ἔάσδωτος. 

ὀσδόμενος Xenoph. 1,, the only example of the so-called 
Aiolic σὸ in Ionic, was rightly changed by Hermann to ὀζόμενος. 
Whatever the sound of ¢in Ionic, words ordinarily spelled with 
¢ were not represented by σὲ. 

2. Variation between ¢ and ὃ. μέζεα occurs in Hsd. W. 2). 
512, and was regarded as an Ionic word for pédea, μήδεα by Greg. 
Kor. p. 535, Hdn. II 372,,. The form μέζεα is from μεδι-, V mad; 
ef. Slav. mado. Cf.§139. For Gopxds Hdt. IV 192 we have the 
form δορκάς in VII 69; cf. ζόρξ in Kallimachos, Nikander, and 
see Curtius, Ht. p.663. In Zankle we find ὃ for ¢ I. G. A. 518, 
where Δά͵νκλην is a probable conjecture. The alphabet is 
however pre-Samian. 

3. Ca-=dya- in ζ(άπεδον Xenoph. 1,, Paros 39 (epigram of the 
fifth century), ζάπλουτος Hdt. I 32. Cf. CamdnOjs, ζάπυρος in 

1 Hom. and in tragedy: Hdt. and Hippokr. have both μαζός and μαστός 


<pad-ros. Hippokr. generally has μαζός (variations in the MSS. IV 544, 550). 
V 118 μαστοί, 318 μαζῶν (μασθῶν Galen). 


΄ 
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Aischylos. a- for δια-, while chiefly Aiolic, cannot be held to be 
the property of that dialect alone. 

4. In a Chian document, Paspates 30, we find Zyudpaydos and 
the form with o-. 

Supposed change of { and y. 

The ancients assumed that of vedrepor”Iwves'! changed y to ¢ in ὀλίζον (sic) 
and πεφυζώς (Herakleides in Eust. 1643,, An. Ox. I 366,). Both words occur in 
Homer and in Nikander, ὀλίζον also in Lykophron. πεφυζότες seems to be 
formed from φύζω« φυγίω, which the ancients confused with φεύγω. ὀλίζων 
was also called Thessalian (Hdn. II 372,, Steph. Byz. 489;;) and Aiolic (Ht. M. 
270.5). ὀλείζων is Attic, ὄλιον (sic) for ὀλίγον in the Lexicon of Ailios Dionysios 
(Bust. 1160,,) was called either barbarous or Ionic. The form ὀλίον, which 
has lost its y, has thus far turned up in the plebeian Attic dialect (C. I. A. IT 
594, and in a fragment of the comic poet Plato, Kock fr. I 644, No. 168), 
and on Egyptian papyri. It is also referred to the dialect of Tarentum by 
Hdn. 11 295, (Et. M. 621;,). 


878.| 5 

That € was pronounced more like ys than xs appears from the 
forms NaHotov, éHooyos for Ναξίου, ἔξοχος upon the archaic 
Naxian inscription Rob. I 25. 

A pleonastic o appears in Θώρηξς Styra 195),, ἔξς Chios 174. 
A 5, ef. ἐξστῶσι Zeleia 113,, and κόραξς upon a Korinthian 
vase inscription, K. Z XXIX 168. Similar usage is attested 
upon an inscription in J. 7. δ. VI 372 (κύλιξς). 

€ before «x occurs in Hippokratice ἑξκαίδεκα, -δέκατος, and also 
in Attic ἕξκλινος. 


379.] Βρύασσις Tasos 10419, 37) 99 has been corrected upon the 
stone to Βρύαξις in order to restore the archaic Karian orthography. 
In the Halikarnassian inscriptions, Nos. 238, 240, € has given 
way to oo in every instance. Georg Meyer, δ. B. X 177, 
rightly admits the possibility that the fluctuation between ξ and 
co was purely orthographical and that the sign for € had in 
the older period, as in Kyprian and Lykian, the phonetic value 
of oo. 

With κιξάλλας Teos B το, οἵ. xurréhns=KAGerys according to 
Joh. Gram. 242 B. On the introductory ε of Ἐπ στ νο: 
Mylasa 248 A Β C 2, see δὲ 143, 211 and σαδράπαν in Aiolic, 
(ον 18). 11, αχθα Ante, 


1 It is quite unusual for Hdn. to regard as late Ionic a form that is found 
in Homer. Yet this is what he does in the case of πεφυζότες, if we are to 
accept Lentz’ ascription of the passage II 265, to him. In 11 798, Hdn. 
brings forward another, and as he himself states (II 265,), less commendable 
view. 
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The sound ¢ is expressed in the Ionic alphabet by :—(1) HS hs, ὁ. 9. 
Roberts I 25, Naxos; (2) X$ Roberts I 28, Naxos, Rob. I 17, Paros; (3) Kk$ (2) 
Roberts 1 158 B, Amorgos. Cf. the representations of ψ, below § 381. ox as 
a means of expressing is claimed for Ionic by Gomperz (Archaeol. Mitth. aus 
Oesterreich, VI 93) and ΩΣκυνθις Bechtel 61 = Rob. I 18 B has been put forward 
in support of the claim. But an ᾽Οξυνθίς is as difficult to explain as ᾿Οσκυνθίς. 


380.| Ionic £=Attic x; relation of σύν to ξύν, &e. 

There is no immediate connection between ξυνός and κοινός. 
The former occurs in epic poetry (and in Attic tragedy), Teos 
156 A 3, Herakleitos 62, 70, 91, 92 (this author not adopting 
κοινός in a single instance), Demokritos Mor. 43, Herodotos 
IV 12, VII 53 (κοινός is more frequently used by Hadt.), 
Arrian § 20, ξυνοῦσθαι, but § 155. ἀνεκοινοῦντο. ξυνός has 
appeared upon inscriptions from Arkadia and Argolis. Doubtless 
the similarity in sound between κοινός and ξυνός led to their 
being confused, though they are in reality different words. 
ξῦνός is from ἔξυνιος or *EvvFos. In his Studien I 44, Baunack 
ventures to connect κοινός with κεῖμαι and compares κοινωνεῖν 
τινι in the sense of μιγῆναι. Certainly there are great difficulties 
in the way of connecting κοινός with Lat. con-. 

Relation of σύν to ξύν. The preferences of Ionic are in the 
direction of the former form, which is the only one that appears 
upon inscriptions (ὃ 715). ξύν is not infrequently handed down 
in the MSS. of the lyric poets: Archil. ξυνίετε 50 (but σύν 4,). 
The Et. M. 385,, after alluding to ἐσυνῆκε in Alkaios, quotes 
ἐξυνῆκεν from Anakreon (146). The MSS. of the fragments of 
the Ionic philosophers have ovv- far more frequently than 
appears from Mullach’s edition; ef. Demokr. 69, 119, 135, 147, 
213. In Demokr. we have however ξυνέσιος 58, ξυγχωρέειν 44 
(but συγχωρέεται in Melissos 1). In Sextus Empiricus’ citation 
of the Piysika of Demokritos we find such variations as ξύμπας 
and σύνιδμεν. In the lyric poets and early Ionic prose it is better 
to write σύν. In Hippokrates and Aretaios the uniformity with 
which jy appears is indication enough that the dialect of the 
Koan physician agreed with the usage of fifth-century Attic 
inscriptions which have ξύν much more frequently (91 : 1) than 
σύν. After 410 B.c. ξύν was felt to be antiquated. At that 
date all the other dialects had σύν. Though the Homeric! text 
has both, ξύν is found in no place where the metre requires the 
heavier form. The same is true in the case of the Aiolic poets. 
To the MSS. of Hdt. ξύν is foreign, but ξυνεχέος appears in 
Philip of Pergamum B. C. H. II 273. The pseudo-Ionists 
generally prefer σύν. In Lukian the proportion is 17 : 5, in 
Arrian 47: 10, in Euseb. 4: 1. The supposititious letters of 
Hippokrates have ξύν. ξύν and σύν are hereditary forms of the 

1 ξυνδῆσαι Ionic, An. Par. III 13892, 3533, schol. on A 399. 
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language from the earliest times. The former does not become 
the latter in any historical period of Greek. A theory as to the 
ultimate interrelation of £ and o is put forward by Kretschmer 
K. Z. XXXI 415 fi. ‘ 

fds? Anakr. 88, Hdt. IX 74, and τριξός Hdt. IX 85 are not 
of like origin with Attic διττός (C. 1. A. IT 59353) and τριττός, 
the endings being unconnected. The Ionic forms in -ξός are 
from -κτιος (*dFuxtyos, Ἔτρικτιος). 

381.| Ψ. 

Ψ is represented by ao in the alphabet of Amorgos, Rob. 
1 158 D, by my in that of Priene, Bechtel 144, and by wo in 
Styra 10.685. 

The interrelation of words with initial y to those of similar 
texture but beginning with o or the breathing, is still obscure. 
Thus κατασώχειν is New Ionic for ψώχειν. Whether ἠμίθιον in 
Hippokr. VIL 344, the reading of 0 for ψιμύθιον white lead, 
belongs to this category is difficult to say. Kretschmer KX. Z. 
XXXI 420 ff. has proposed to refer to the parent Aryan the 
variation between ps and s, and between fs and s. 


382.| The Combinations po, do. 

po remains undisturbed in Ionic, as generally in Older Attic :— 
χέρσον, θαρσύνω Hdt., Oapovve Arch. 55, as Elmsley reads for 
the vulgate θαρρῦναι, μυρσίνης Arch. 29,, tapo.a Sim. Amorg. 
39 (cf. § 128), Tuponvds Hdt., ἄρσην Thasos 68,, dporxos C. L. (. 
23745, Paros (cf. Bekk. An. I -446,,= Bachm. An. I 146,), 
Κορσεαί, the name of an island opposite Samos (from xepo-), 
ὀρσοπύγια Samos 220,,, in the dative plural of p stems, e.g. 
φθειρσί Archil. 137,, by analogy to the case-forms showing -p. 
On πυρρός, see § 334. κόρση occurs in Herodas 7.,. 

po, Ao in the post-Homeric verb are rarely retained. A few 
instances recall the Homeric retention of the liquid. ἠλσάμην 
Sim. Amorg. 17, κύρσῃ Herodas 2,5» 7,5 (cf. 35;), κύρσαις 357. 
This poetic and Ionic verb either retains the sigma or appears 
under the form κυρέω. ἔκυρσα is used by Homer, Hesiod, Hdt., 
and in tragedy. Herodotos has also ἐκύρησα, κυρήσω; Hippokr, 
ξυνεκύρησα. Hippokrates has διέρσαι and διέρσῃς TV τοῦ, διέρσας 
IV 296, whereas in VII 52 διεῖραι is the correct form, which is 
also a Ὁ. ἐ. in IV 108. 

Wackernagel (K, Z. ΧΧΤΧ 127) has suggested that in primitive 
Greek po and Ac remained po and Ao when the accent preceded, 
but in case the accent followed they were treated as -νσ-, except 
when a consonant originally followed the o-, i.e. the liquid 
disappeared with compensatory lengthening. Cf. Solmsen K. Ζ. 


1 Joh. Gr. 240 B, Greg. Kor. Gram. Meerm. 652, Aug. 667, Vat. 6 
Birnb. 67755. ᾿ + 434) 52, Aug. 007, Vat. 097, 
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XXIX 352 who shows that all the verbs with stems in p or A, 
which assimilate p or A with o, are formed by the suffix -|ε-, 
-yo- (with the exception of δέρω and φιλέω) and that the 
assimilation in the aorist is due to the influence of the verbs 
in -v@ and -μω, which regularly suffer assimilation and com- 
pensatory lengthening. On o in combination with ν, see δ τότ, 
337. 

888.1] The Combinations σρ, oA. 

Initial op or cA became in Ionic as in other dialects pp, dA, 
which were reduced to p, Δ. Medial op or od became p or A 
with compensatory lengthening. Forms with medial pp or dA 
are due to analogy. 


884.] o in conjunction with μ. 

σμικρός, μικρός!, The former form occurs P 757, Hymn Aphrod. 
115 (elsewhere μικρός), Theognis 14, 323, Anax. 1, 15, Demokr. 
24, 184, Hippokr. IIT 646 (Galen μικρός), 652 and often. In 
Herodotos Stein edits σμικρός even when the MSS. agree in 
presenting the other form. 

μικρός is found in the epic (four times), Anakr. 17,, Theog. 607, 
Herodas 7,,, and in Jasos 105,, an inscription of too late a date 
to afford proof of the existence of this form in official Ionic 3, 
The pseudo-Ionists are very inconsistent. σμικρός is found in 
Luk. Dea Syr. ὃ τό (which section also has μικρός, a form found 
five times), in Arrian five times (μικρός three times), Eusebios 
and Eusebios Myndios once each, The variation between σμικρός 
and μικρός, as that between σκορδίνημα and Kopdtvnua®, στέγος 
and τέγος, σκεδάννυμι and κεδάννυμι, is due to the operation of the 
laws of sentence-phonetics, the final sound of the word preceding 
the word in question deciding the appearance or non-appearance 
of the σ. In other cases ou was either retained without variation 
or the . forms were adopted to the exclusion of those with cp. 
On Homeric φιλομμειδής see under Atotic. Whenever medial 
-σμ- appears in Ionic or other dialects, it is either due to the 
workings of analogy or is from -top-. 

385.| ou in non-Hellenic words. 

In the Hellenization of words of foreign stamp a o has been 
prefixed : 

Σμέρδις Hdt. IIT 61, &e. Cf. Μάρδος, Μάρδις Persai 774, Assyr. 
Bardis. 

σμάραγδος Hdt. II 44; pdpaydos late. Cf. Skt. marakata, 
borrowed from a Semitic source. 

1 See note on Greg. Kor. p. 500. On μικκός see ὃ 353. 

2 All Attic inscriptions of the fifth and fourth centuries have μικρός, 
except Οἱ I. G. 2139 (from Aigina and dating about 403 B.c.). σμικρός is 


frequent in the tragic poets and in Plato. 
3 Greg. Kor. p. 553: κορδίνημα (γράφεται δὲ καὶ σκορδίνημα). 
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σμύρνη Hdt. VII 181, Aiolic μύρρα. Archil. 30 has ἐσμυρισμένας. 
Cf. μύρον Archil. 31, Hdt. III 22. 


Digamma. 


386.| Like all other dialects in some period of their history, 
Tonic possessed Εἴ, It is the only dialect that generally permits 
compensatory lengthening to attend the disappearance of the 
spirant after A, p, v. The dialects of Doric texture, contrary to 
the generally received view, when they retained the sound long 
into the historical period of the language, often suffer the loss of 
F without compensation, Cf. the relation of Kretan and Argive 
τός to révs. In Aiolic, assimilation of F to the preceding liquid 
was followed by a reduction in poetry of the geminated sound. 
In Attic, δέρη and κόρη, crevdrepos, κενότερος, μᾶνότερος surely 
indicate the quondam presence of fF”. But the activity of F in 
the earliest period of the history of Ionic is indicated in other 
ways than by compensatory lengthening in δειρή and κούρη, 
στεινότερος and κεινότερος. In πελλίς Hipponax 38 B, Phoinix 
of Kolophon in Athen. XI 495 C, D, we find that AF could be 
assimilated to AA when the accent followed AF; and that, as in 
πέλιξ, the liquid alone remained when the accent preceded AF. 
See Schmidt’s Neutra, p. 47. Furthermore, af became av before 
a consonant, e.g. ἔκαυσα (-dunv) Hdt., κέκαυμαι, ἐκκαυσόμενος 
Hippokr. According to the schol. Victor. on I. XV 421 δαυλός 
was a form used by the νεώτεροι Ἴωνες. Of this form there is 
no trace in literature, though we have δεδαυμένων in Simonides 
of Amorgos, fr. 30, from the base daf-. καύης or καύηξ in 
Hipponax 2, may be passed by, not so much because of its 
conjunction with the Aiolic dupopos (Ionic ἤμορος ?), but because 
the form itself has not yet been explained; cf. § 242. 

387.| Digamma in literature. 

Traces of initial F in the Ionic lyric poets (elegists and iambists) 
are extremely rare: 

Archilochos 1: ᾿Βνυαλίοιο ἄνακτος bears the stamp of an epic 
formula, though not occurring in Homer (ef. IL. Il 651, XVII 
211). Plutarch read ’Evvadfovo θεοῖο, but this is not preferable 
to the other reading merely because of the quondam existence of 


1 The ancient grammarians, as far as they recognize the existence of 
Ε at all, testify to its presence in Ionic. Trypho (maé. Act. 11, Mus. Crit. 
Cantab. I 34) says: προστίθεται δὲ καὶ τὸ δίγαμμα παρά τε Ἴωσι kal Δωριεῦσι καὶ 
Λάκωσιν, οἷον ἄναξ ξάναξ, Ἑλένα βξελένα. Of. Bekk. An. III 1168, Priscian I 13. 
As the sign for six, F must have been used by the Ionians. The name 377 is 
a bit of Byzantine imbecility. 

? On Attic κούρη and Μουνιχία, see § 75. 
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Fin ἄναξ. I regard the coinage of such phrases as ’Evvadiovo 
ἄνακτος by the Ionic elegists as on a plane with the imitation by 
the Ionic Homeridai of old-time epic formulae. Thus, in the 
later additions to the Iliad and the Odyssey and in the Hymns, 
we find instances of the apparent observance of digamma, though 
at the period of these poems the labial spirant was an obsolescent, 
if not an obsolete, sound. In ἡ δέ of κόμη Archil. 29, and οὐδέ 
ot γέλως Sim. Amorg. 779» the case is different, since the metre 
is iambic, which is the organ of the popular dialect. ἡ δέ of 
σάθη Archil. 97, is from an epode, but the metre is also iambic. 
In Sim. Amorg. 7,) we find 


οὐδ᾽ ἄν ti’ εὖ ἔρξειεν, ἀλλὰ τοῦθ᾽ ὁρᾷ 
but immediately below, ν. 82 
“ 3 ε / + , 
ὅκως τιν᾽ ὡς μέγιστον ἔρξειεν κακόν. 


In Mimnermos 12, we find in VL ἵνα οἱ θοὸν ἅρμα καὶ ἵπποι, 
but in BP ἵν᾽ ἀλήθοον, a reading which justifies Bergk’s ἵνα δή. 
γλῶσσα δέ of διχόμυθος occurs in a fragment (42,) of one of the 
μέλη of Solon. 

In Theognis many instances of the observance of F occur in 
words such as ἴδιος 440, and ἰοστεφάνων 250, which do not have 
Fin Homer. The digammated word occurs also in combinations 
with other words, which cannot be called Homeric formulae. 
In Theognis, Hartel and others have even found traces of a 
written F as in κίδιον 440, μετ᾽, or pey olvos 413, evyepyeoins 
548, 574. Sitzlert, who holds the opinion that F was not 
entirely extinct in the older elegists, suggests with much proba- 
bility that its retention in ἅδοι 52, ἄνακτα 987, ἔργα 1167 is due 
to the pressure exercised by the local dialect of the poet. There 
can be no question that Megarian speech retained the spirant 
longer than Asiatic Ionic. 

In Herodas 4,, we read ἐπ᾽ ἠπίας σὺ χεῖρας, ὦ ἄναξ, τίνας ; Mm 
6; ἐν τῇ οἰκίῃ εἷς at the begining of a verse which has probably 
suffered some loss. 

388.| Elsewhere in the lyric poets of Ionic birth the evi- 
dence against the presence of F is very strong. 

1. Iambic writers, including the elegiacs and trochaics of 
Archilochos. 

Archilochos: δ᾽ οἶνος 2, (el.), δ᾽ οἶνον 4, (el.), διθύραμβον οἴνῳ 
7793 ἔσσεται ἔργον 3; (el.), κορωνὸς ἔργων 39,, ἐγκυρέωσιν ἔργμασιν 
70,, σὺ δ᾽ ἔργ᾽ 88,3; τις ἀστῶν 91 (el.), wer ἀστῶν 63,; Ποσειδάω- 
vos ἄνακτος 10, (el. Bergk’s conj.), κλῦθ᾽ ἄναξ 75,, Διωνύσοι᾽ 
ἄνακτος 77,, χαῖρ᾽ ἄναξ ττος; ἐν εἵμασιν 12, (el.); κατ᾽ οἶκον 33, 


1 Jahrb., vol. 125, Ρ. 507. 
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3 .ς Ὁ αὶ ἐν Gh 
ἐν οἰκίῃ 301; ἐν οἴκῳ 66;, κακὸν οἴκαδ᾽ 983 7 ἄτη 73; ἕωθεν 
2 999 9) F Ξ 
ἕκαστος 83; ὀδύνῃσιν ἕκητι 84. ; πόλλ᾽ οἷδ ἀλώπηξ 118 3 KaidAaos 
(καὶ (F)idAaos) 1194. 
= 3 ION δ...) εν NA ὑδὲ 
Simonides Amorg.: οὐδὲν εἰδότες 14, πάντα δ᾽ εἰδέναι 7132 οὐδὲν 
a a € 2 ζ 
οἷδε 7.5 (ἐν δόμοισ᾽ ἰδών 7,9), ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖσ᾽ ἰδεῖν 7; οἱ δ΄ ἐτέῶν 133 
3 \ Me Les 
Gv οἶκον 73, ἐξ οἴκου Joo, λιμὸν οἰκίης Vee -“συνοικητῆρα 719; κατ 
5 ᾽ 3 = 
οἶκον 71945 οὐδ᾽ ἐς οἰκίην 74053 ἐν εἵμασιν 75, EKMETOVTES εμασιΨ 21; 
a Me > w+ > » 
ἐχθροῖσιν toa 7og3 πρὸς ἔργον 7,5» δούλι’ ἔργα Trg) ὃ ἔρδει 755. 
/ a 2. lal 
μέγιστον ἔρξειεν 7.5; δι’ ἄστεος 7x4. πᾶσιν ἀστοῖσιν 7:4 (ἀνθρώποις 
Nera 2 Ὁ, 
B); ἐν γυναιξὶν ἥδεται 7.0; θυμηδεῖν 71033 ἕκαστος 71: 
. Ps > 
Hipponax; συνῴκησας 12, és τῷκί ἐλθὼν 205, ᾧκει 47 (first 
lal , oe 
foot); οὐδάμ᾽ εἶπεν 20, ἀνεῖπεν 45; εἰσιν ἥδισται 291, ῥόδινον 
ἡδύ 583 μοιχὸς ἁλῶναι 74; Oaludria 83; Σιμώνακτος 55 B. 
Ananias: καθείρξαι 31, κἠχέται 5ς: 
2 Suh Oe Sas “ ede ον, δὲ δ τας νϑ 
Herodas: δ᾽ οἰκέω 2..; δ᾽ οἰκίης 499, ὄντιν οἰκίης 41.» O€ TA οἰκί 
3 nti, y ie ON Sia τ ράσο 9? 6 EER 
Qn (scriptio plena); ἀλλ᾽ ἔργ᾽ ὁκοῖ cor’ ἔργα ὅς;, κάκ᾽ ἔργα 3: 
ΝΜ, Φ.. 2 ~ δ » 
τοὔργον 45.» οἵ ἔργα ders 71» ἐκεῖνον ἢ ἔργα 4ης with synizesis, 
3 τ ᾿ ε τι 
χρήσιμ᾽ ἔργα 744. There is no F in ἕκητι 277, ἑκάστου 3155 46) 
3 ων > Me 
σάφ᾽ old 3145, T οἷδε 355, αὐτίκ᾽ εἰδήσει 51. 
2. Elegists. 
Kallinos: ἐν δ᾽ οἴκῳ 145. 
Mimnermos: τοῖς ἔκελοι 2, proves nothing unless we read, as 
is probable, roto’ ἴκελοι ; φέρετ᾽ εἴκελος 14443 ἄλλοτε οἶκος 211; 
᾿ 3 
δ᾽ ἔργ᾽ 2323 δηλεύμενος ἔργμασι 713 ἄσπετος ἱδρώς 5,3; Νηλήιον 
ες ε 
ἄστυ 9,3 ἀφ᾽ Ἑσπερίδων 12,; μιν ἴδον 14,; βάξιος ἱέμενοι 16. 
The following passages prove nothing: ἔαρος 21; ἠριγένεια 1249, 
εἰδότες 24, ῥοδοδάκτυλος 125, ἔργον 144). 
Xenophanes : δ᾽ οἶνος 13, τις οἶνον 4,3; ἀλλ᾽ εἰκῇ 2433 φάσθαι 
“ ς 
ἔπος 6; τῶνδ᾽ οἷδα 7,.. ὥς οἱ Τοῦ proves nothing. 
Phokylides: περίδρομος εἶδος 343 ἐπίσταται ἐργάζεσθαι 3,, διδα- 
σκέμεν ἔργα 13, καθήμενον οἰνοποτάζειν 12,. 


3. Melic poets. 


From his sympathy with the Aiolic poets we might expect in 
Anakreon a more persistent survival of digamma than in other 
Tonic poets. But the following instances occur of forms that 
once possessed but have lost F: ὦναξ 2,3 οὐκ εἰδώς 4., Σίμαλον 
εἶδον 22, μ᾽ ἐσιδών 25:1; δ᾽ oda 455, οὐδὲν εἰδέναι 75,3 οὐδ᾽ ἀστοῖσι 
1593 ψάλλω δ᾽ εἴκοσι 18; φνοχόει 32, φέρ᾽ οἶνον 62,, δ᾽ οἴνου 65,. 
παρ᾽ οἴνῳ 635, πλέῳ οἰνοποτάζων 94. (el.); μεθύοντ᾽ οἴκαδ᾽ 56; 
σκύπφον ᾿Ερξίωνι 82,3 ἐπίστιον 90,. εἴλυμα 21, may stand for 
ἐξ-λυ-μα. 

Solon may be adduced as evidence not merely for the absence 
of F from the Attic of his day and generation, but also for the 
attitude of the early elezy towards its Ionic models. 


em ἔργμασιν 1355, ὑπερήφανά T ἔργα 43,, παύει δ᾽ ἔργα 4p, 
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ὕβριος ἔργα 1346, Kad’! ἔργα 13,,, ἀναίτιοι ἔργα 1 3...» μιν ἔργα 1341, 
πολυφαρμάκου ἔργον 1357, οὐδ᾽ ἔρδειν 2719, ἕτερος ἔρδε 403 σύνοιδε 
415, οὐδέ τις οἷδεν 15ς;, δεινὸν ἰδεῖν 15., ἔθηκεν ἰδεῖν 15.., ἐστὶν 
ἰδεῖν rons πολυήρατον ἄστυ 4.1; χρόνος ἀστοῖς 10,; ἔρχεται οἴκαδ᾽ 
ἑκάστῳ 4.;» εἷς μὲν ἕκαστος ΤΙ;, ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστῳ 13,5, δόξαν ἕκαστος 
13343 ἔθηκεν ἄναξ 1355, ἐνθάδ᾽ ἀνάσσων 19,; Κύπρις ἰοστέφανος 
1943 ἐν ἕπτ᾽ ἔτεσιν 275, δέκ᾽ ἔτη 27143 τῇ δ᾽ ἕκτῃ (Ὁ) 27413 ἔχοντας 
ἤθη 3645. 

In 4; 13,5 ἀδίκοις ἔργμασι, in 135, κούφαις ἐλπίσι the short 
form of the dative is correct. 

For οὔτι or οὔτε of the MSS. Hermann, read οὔ ἑ in 13,, αἰεὶ 
δ᾽ οὔ ἑ λέληθε διαμπερές, ὅστις ἀλιτρόν. In 136, ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μὲν εὖ 
ἔρδειν occurs. Both cases fail to prove the existence of F. 

Cases of internal hiatus resulting from the disappearance of F 
and preserved in poetry for all time will be found enumerated in 
the sections upon Vowel Contact. 


389.| The disproportion? between the cases of the retention 
of F and those of its neglect is proof enough that the sound was 
practically dead in Asia Minor at least by the year 700 B.c. and 
in Attika by the commencement of the sixth century. The 
evidence presented by one species of lyric reacting upon that 
presented by another, enforces this conclusion, The cases of 
retention in the elegy are no matter for wonderment. It is 
surprising that, with all the dependence upon the largo jfiwme of 
epic language, there were not more cases of the apparent survival 
of the sound. It is in iambic poetry, whose affiliations are so 
different from those of the elegy, that we are surprised to dis- 
cover traces of the appearance of F. As regards the Fou’s, Fick’s 
suggestion that δέ oi were practically pronounced under one 
accent (d¢of) would play havoc with the digammated pronoun in 
Homer and Pindar. μηδὲ εἷς in Hipponax 28 is a ‘fixed com- 
bination,’ it is true, but that is just what δέ of is not. Nor is 
the parallelism of ἄλλοτε ἄλλος Phokyl. 15, Solon 13,4, 154 in 
place. Such an hiatus in the e/egy needs no special defence. ‘I'he 
history of of and kindred forms in Pindar? shows pretty clearly 
that in Doric poetry this pronoun was a stronghold of the F. In 
the choral parts of tragedy (rach. 649, Hiektra 196) we still 
find an echo of the epic and Pindaric use. Perhaps the constant 


1 Bergk κἄλὰ ἔργα. As the elegiac poets regard the penult of καλός as 
anceps (καλόν Solon 13), and as a substitute is necessary for the κακά of 
the MSS., κάλ᾽ is here preferable to καλά. But see Sitzler, Studien z.d. 
Elegikern, p. 7. 

2 Excluding Theognis and Herodas, F is retained in the elegy 2, in iambic 
poems 4, in the melic of Solon 1: it is violated in the elegy 24, in iambic 
poems 53, in the melic of Anakreon 17, in the melic of Solon 1. 

* Heimer, Studia Pindarica, p. 47 ff. 
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apparent hiatus before the word in the epos influenced the con- 
struction of nascent iambic verse, or the hiatus is a survival of 
the period antecedent to that of the ‘founder’ of iambic verse *. 
The Simonideian οὐδ᾽ ἄν rw’ εὖ ἔρξειεν recalls H 650 ὅς ῥά μιν εὖ 
ἔρξαντα, where the ictus alone would account for the retention of 
the length. The older poetry held fast to the prose quantity of 
the ev- in evepyds, -εργής; -εργεσίη. 


390.] Digamma upon Inscriptions. 

1. Asiatic Ionic. 

There are no examples. It is useless to cite all the words 
from the older inscriptions where initial f might have been 
placed. A few noteworthy instances are ᾿Αναξίλεως in Miletos, 
Bechtel 93 (not much later than 600 B.C.), ᾿Αναξιμάνδρου 94 
(of the same date), Ἰστια[ἴος] 97 (between 520 and 504 B.c.); 
firythrai ’Exarains 198 (fifth century); Chios 174 A, ἔξς, Cy» 
ko|i|voridns, D; οἰκίην, Dyz4, τοἰκ[ 6] πεδον (fifth century); Teos 
156 A, ἰδιώτηι, Boy, 9, εἰδώς (fifth century). 

2. Island lonic (Kyklades). 

A. Naxos. Upon a dedicatory inscription from Naxos, B.C. H. 
XII (1888) p. 464, written βουστροφηδόν, we read, according to 
Homolle: 


Filp|ucapriéns : μ᾽ ἀ : νέθεκε : ho : Ndhovos : ποιέσας. 


The inscription dates, according to Homolle, from the second 
half of the seventh century before our era; a conclusion adopted 
by Schoeffer in his De Deli insulae rebus, p. 20 (Berlin, 1889). 

B. Naxos. On the base of the Apollo colossus dedicated by 
the Naxians at Delos, dated by Kirchhoff at the end of the sixth 
or at the beginning of the fifth century (see Roberts, I § 35) we 
read (Bechtel 25= Rob, I 27=I. G. A. 409): 

τ]οῦ AFYTO λίθου εἴμ᾽ ἀνδριὰς καὶ τὸ σφέλας 

i.e. aFfdrod, as was read by Bentley, and is read by almost all 
scholars, with the exception of Roehl (@daev), and of Bergk and 
Wilamowitz, who equates θαξυτοῦ with θαητοῦ, 1. ὁὅ. θαυμαστοῦ, 
and compares θωυτὰ ἔργα Usd. Asp. 165. 

C. Amorgos. An early abecedarium I. G. A. Add. 390= Rob. 
1 159 B contains C. 

3. Western Ionic (Euboia). 

A. Chalkidian vase inscriptions of the fifth century (from 
Magna Graecia) : 

βιώ Roberts, 1 190 C. 

’Ofarins Roberts, I 190 L. 

Γαρυβόνης Roberts, I 191 C. 


Arist. Poet. 4. 
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Digamma has in each case the form L, except Rob. I 190, 2 ¢ 
ΕἸΟ -- διώ (2). 

B. From Rhegion, a colony of Chalkis : 

Fouxéwv and ὅσσα, Fou (for ὡς cafot), cf. Bechtel 5, Rob. I 180, 
I. 6. A. 532. The F has the same form as in the abecedarium 
of Amorgos. 

βοικέων Rob. I 181, I. G. A. 532. 

These forms occur upon a marble block found at Olympia, 
dedicated by Mikythos of Rhegion after 467 B.c., when he 
migrated from Rhegion to Tegea. The second Fo.xéwy is, ac- 
cording to Roberts, not by the same hand as the first, and is 
dated by Furtwingler after 450 B.c. 


I. Ε]αλεῖ[οἹρ, conjectured by Blass in Bechtel, No. 6 A, occurs in an 
inscription written in the Eleian dialect by the artist. The donor of the 
gift to Apollo wrote in Ionic (Bechtel, 6 B) ; ef. No. 215. 

2. In Hyele (Velia), a colony of Phokaia, we find ᾽γελητέων 172 I (450-400) 
and ᾽γελητῶν 172 11 (350). This orthography proves merely that the Pho- 
kaian v was u(oo), not % The name of the city is Oskan and not connected 
with βέλος, whose F is not above question. Antevocalic F does not become v 
in Ionic. 


391.] Upon the examples of Chalkidian F Tudeer! bases his 
contention that F was still alive in Euboian Ionic when Chalkis 
sent its colonies to the West, and that in Euboia itself it was 
lost between the eighth and the sixth centuries. But it can 
readily be shown that none of the inscriptions cited under 
Western Ionic are free from the suspicion of containing a non- 
Tonic element. Tapvfévns contains a Doric ἃ; cf. Nats Rob. 
I 190, 2, and Xe@pa or Χόρα wid. 1 Κα. And if we read ’OFarins, 
as seems probable, the initial part of the name is Doric for 
Ovarins, as Fick has shown (Odyssee, p. 10). An Ovdarias is 
known as the name of the brother of Mennes, tyrant of Kyme. 
Fick explained the ingression of the Doric forms on the supposi- 
tion that the vases containing these non-Ionic forms were manu- 
factured in Himera, and that the speech of Himera was a mixture 
of Chalkidian Ionic and of Doric*®. But whether the vases in 
question were made in a Chalkidian colony or in Chalkis itself 
is a moot point that cannot be decided until ampler excavations 
in Euboia place us in possession of richer material. Meanwhile 
it should not be overlooked that from other cities of the West 
we possess vase inscriptions in mixed dialect, and that in Attika 
itself, as Kretschmer has shown, K. Ζ. X XIX 391 ff., there was 
a part of the population engaged in various handicrafts which 

1 De Digammo, p. 5 ff. 

2 Not as Kirchhoff, Alphabet,* p. 126, thinks, a peculiarity of Chalkidian 


lonie. 
3 Thuk. VI 5: φωνὴ μὲν μεταξὺ τῆς τε Χαλκιδέων καὶ Δωρίδος expan. 
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did not speak pure Attic. Kretschmer has collected a consider- 
able number of inscriptions upon Attic vases which are in the 
Dorie dialect, and concludes that the Chalkidian vases mentioned 
above came from Attika. At all events, whether the explanation 
of Fick or that of Kretschmer is correct, the infusion of Doric 
phonetics into the Chalkidian vase inscriptions is sufficient to 
undermine our belief in the presence of F in Chalkidian Tonic, be 
it the dialect of a colony or of the metropolis. A similar line of 
argument militates against the Ionic character of Forxéwy and For 
in the inscriptions from Rhegion. Rhegion was settled by 
Chalkidians and Messenians (Herakl. Pont. fr. 25). In I. G. A. 
388 the name of the Samian Pythagorés appears in the Doric 
form of Πυθαγόρας under the influence of the Rhegine dialect 1. 


392.| Finally, the cases of F upon the inscriptions from Naxos. 
Γι[φ]ικαρτίδης is by no means a certain transcription. 


On the sign supposed to be Ff, Homolle says: ‘ Semble en effet porter ἃ sa 
partie inférieure un troisiéme trait qui en ferait un E;? mais on se persuadera aisément 
que Cest la un simple accident de la pierre; car la ligne n'a ni la méme longueur, ni la 
méme direction que les deum traits supériewrs [this is not clear from the facsimile] ; 
elle n’a plus non plus la méme netteté. The third character may be either 

Φ or Q@. The fourth would seem to be Y?, but of the shaft to the left 
the editor says again that it seems an error: ‘non seulement parce qwil manque 
de netteté, mais parce qwil viendrait butter beaucoup trop haut sur la haste verticale.’ 


Fipiadas is attested in Boiotian inscriptions (C. D. 1. 488, 
six times), but Ριφικρατίδας, cited by Homolle from C. Ὁ). I. 
713 A,, is not above suspicion. The inscription begins ΦΙΚ-, 
which Keil read 71]¢u-, a name known to us from Nikander and 
Suidas. The ductus literarum at least permits in the present case 
the reading Εἰθυκαρτίδης. Edv@uxpatns is no uncommon name. 
Upon one of the Styrian lead tablets, I. G. A. 372,,3, the first v 
of E(v)@vpaxos has the form of 1, where Eiév- should doubtless 
be read. Cf. Boiot. Εὐἰθυκράτους C. D. I. 814,, (with non-Boiot. 
-ovs). The εἰ of the Styrian name is perhaps due to dissimilation 
from ev because of the v of the following syllable. Ἐἰλειθυίει 
§ 225 may be so explained. 

Above all suspicion, however, is the Naxian F in αξὐτοῦ, though 
none of the other letters upon the inscription are characteristic 
either in form or in use (Kirchhoff, A/phabet*, p. 86). 

893.| The peculiar position occupied by the F in afiro8, singular 


} The chief ancient authority on the existence of the F was Trypho, who 
wrote a treatise on the dialect of Himera, Rhegion, &e. If Trypho’s ascrip- 
tion of F to the Ionians (παθ. AcE. § 11) is based upon its presence in the 
above cited inscription or in the fragments of Stesichoros of Himera or of 
Ibykos of Rhegion, it builds upon an insecure foundation. 

* This is not indicated in the translation of Blass’ Aussprache by Mr. Purton, 
who has added ξιφικαρτίδης to the note of the German edition. 
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enough in a word that did not have the spirant! originally, is 
rendered the more unique from the fact that all other Naxian 
inscriptions, except that referred to above, have lost the letter, 
The Attic ναξυ[πηγός] C. 1. A. TV C 373784 and afirdp iid. IV 
C 477 P, the exact parallel to aftrod, show beyond all doubt 
(1) that aftrod is not a slip of a stonecutter who intended to 
engrave AFT but could not forbear inserting the Y; (2) that the 
spelling afv was an attempt to represent the sound aw (i.e. a +2) 
more suitably than by av, i.e. a+%°; (3) that the sound of the 
diphthong aw could not, in the opinion of the stonecutter or of 
those who entrusted him with the work, be adequately reproduced 
by af *, and finally (4) that the Ionic of Naxos and the Attic of 
the sixth century B.C. possessed the character F, But from the F 
of afirod and afirdp it by no means follows that the sound F 
was still alive among Naxians and Attics. The disappearance 
of F in Attic, though occurring in the period subsequent to the 
Ionic migration eastward, is yet early enough to permit us to 
assume that its use in the sixth century was an archaism. The 
letter was held fast by its use as a numeral. But its ordinary, 
its natural phonetic use was gone. A δέρΓη in the sixth century 
was an impossibility, an αΓὐτάρ a possibility. Upon the afirdp 
inscription F is absent from ἰδεῖν and ἠργάσατο. 


894. How soon after their settlement in Asia Minor the 
Tonians lost F is not certain. But by the sixth century mn 
Naxos at least the sign was old-fashioned. One portion of 
Tonic territory abandoned its possession sooner than another. 
The speech of the Kyklades, which still shows traces of its 
preservation, may be demonstrated on other grounds® to have 
been conservative. Hence, even if Fiduxapridys should be correct, 
it does not follow that contemporary Eastern Ionic possessed the 
sound. There can be no doubt that by the close of the eighth 
century f must have disappeared from the ordinary speech of 
the Ionic Dodekapolis. 

The connection between this conclusion and the attitude of the 
Homeric poems towards F cannot be dealt with here®. There 
seems no reason for the belief of some scholars that wherever we 


1 αὐτός from ἀ-ὖ-το ; cf. Skt. u. The aw is pan-Hellenic ; cf. Doric ads, 

2 Aewoueveos Bechtel 23, Δειναγόρης 24, KOpn 23, and ἑκηβόλωι 23, 24. 

3 Blass, Aussprache* 74. Actual diaeresis of ov is not to be assumed, 
despite Kirchhoff. 

£ In Pamphylian we find @fFraiot. 

5 In the differentiation of the z-sounds, in the retention of the rough 
breathing. ; : 

6 On the Ionic character of F in Homer, see Fritsch in Zeit. f. Gym.-Wes. 
XXXVIII 612, Cauer in Jahrb. d. phil. Vereins X 294, Kretschmer in K. Ζ. 
XXIX 390 ff, XXXI 285, 442, Brugmann, M. U. V 43, Monro Hom. Gram.? 
§ 405, van Leeuwen, in Mnemosyne XIX 149. 

xe 


΄ 
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have a trace of F in the epic, the verse in question is Aiolic. 
That the loss of F in Ionic-Attic preceded its disappearance in 
Aiolic is no proof that the presence of the spirant in Homer is 
an Aiolism. In the earlier period of the Ionic cultivation of the 
epos Ff may have been a living sound in certain parts of Ionia, 
while in others it may have passed out of existence. We do 
not know that the diction of Homer reflects any single Ionic 
dialect. In the later accretions to the poems the Ionic rhapsodes 
may have imitated the effects produced by F without being 
conscious of its existence. The F controversy, so far as it 
concerns Homer, is to a great extent interwoven with the 
question when an oral was abandoned for a written transmission. 


395.| Combinations of Digamma. 

Fp (initial) becomes p. There are no indications of the spelling 
Bp. Medial Fp becomes pp in ἄρρητος, ἀπόρρητος in Hdt., ἰσόρ- 
ροπος in Hdt., Hippokr., but ἔρεξα, &c., Hdt. é-Fpv-s became 
εὐρύς in all dialects (ε is a prosthetic vowel). 

pF, AF, vF, μΕ lost their F with compensatory lengthening § 224, 
253, 254. The assimilation of «xf to κκ is younger than that to 
am. ἕφάρμακκος has become φάρμᾶκος (ὃ 162). On μικκός see 
§ 353. 

shone in Ionic o, as in σέ, téeooepes=Skt. catvaras. On 
veiw (δ 219, 4), see Brugmann. (77. Gr. p. 32. 

Initial of becomes (1) ‘fF, then 4, and (2) perhaps o. ἧσος 
(Homeric ἴσσος) is from *Firofos. In Herodas 3,, for woas of 
the MSS. we may read ico’ ἄν, but tc’ ἄν is preferable. 


The Breathings in Ionic. 


896.| The Ionians, who introduced the sign H (Ποία) to denote 
the rough breathing, at an early period adopted ψιλότης. The 
Tonians of the Dodekapolis were the first to use H as the mark 
of ὃ (Hta). Ποία was the name for ἡ in all non-Ionic countries 
(including Attika) which retained the rough breathing until the 
year 400 B.c. After that time the use of H for η, and not for 4, 
led to the adoption of the name ἦτα, which is originally Ionic. 


397. | 


Tonic ψίλωσις is attested by the ancients, who drew no accurate lines to 
mark its extension in Ionic territory. 

Apoll. Dys. Synt. 5519 ἐπεὶ τὰ ψιλὰ μετατιθέασιν of Ἴωνες καὶ τὰ δασέα els ψιλά 
κιτιλ.; Hust. 15649 ψιλωτικοὶ γὰρ ὥσπερ Ἴωνες οὕτω καὶ Αἰολεῖς, cf. 92044; Tzetz. 
Ex. Il. 62:0 οἱ Αἰολεῖς τε καὶ Ἴωνες πάντα τὰ παρ᾽ ἡμῖν δασυνόμενα ψιλοῦ(σι) καὶ διὰ 
ψιλοῦ συμφώνον ἐκφωνοῦσιν, cf. 110211. The following list contains the chief 
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examples of words adduced by the ancients in proof of the adoption of the 
lenis by the Ionians. No account is here taken as to whether or not the 
ordinary aspirated form is due to the loss of an initial spirant. Many of 
these words are also called Aiolic by the grammarians. 


aipéw in ἀπεῖλεν Aug. 669, ἀποαιρέω Schol. Ven. A on A 275 
(interlinear). ἀνδάνω in αὐτώδης Apoll. Pron. 94 C, ado. Eust. 
15615). adou Greg. Kor. § 18. ἄλλομαι in ἄλτο An. Ox. 
III 401,9 Aiolic or Tonic. ἅμαξα Hust. 91347, 126359, 137214) 
1387,, 1636.,, Tzetzes on Hsd. W. D. 450 (Dorie, Aiolic, Ionic, 
κοινή). ἄρμα Tzetzes on Hsd. W. D. 156, Chil. V 726, Posthom. 
65, Ee. Il. 78, (Hippon. 42). ἀφή Tzetzes, Chil. V 726 (κἀφῇ 
Hippon. 7). ἔλιξ Tzetzes on Hsd. W. D. 450 (Attic ἕλιξ). 
εἰλίσσω (εἰλίχατο Hdt. VII go) Eust. 234,). ἔνη Eust. 1866... 
ἥλιος In ἀπηλιώτης ῖ Hdt. ΤΥ 22, Apollon. in Hdn. II 370,5 (Choir. 
Dict. 6985,), IL 839., (Choir. Dict. 878,, An. Ox. IV 374,, cf. 
198,), Greg. K. § 18, Apoll. Pron. 3 A, Adv. p. 139, (Schn.), 
Eust. 835, 15623, Tzetzes on Hsd. W. D. 156, 413, ἀντήλια Eust. 
835, 156253 (ἀπηλικέστερος Hdt. III 14 but ἀφηλικέστερον-- πρεσ- 
βύτερον Greg. Kor. ὃ 134). ἐορτή Et. M. 251, ἔπηλις Hust. 
15623,, Arkad. 31,45. ἦμος Tzetzes on Hsd. W. 2. 412 (παρὰ δὲ 
᾿Αττικοῖς καὶ dacvverat).  “Hporotos Apollonios in Hdn. II 839,, 
(Choir. Dict. 878,, An. Ox. IV 374,). ἴεσθαι Suidas s.v. πρόκα, 
Hdt. VI 134 (ἰέναι often occurs in the MSS. of Hadt.). ἰκνέομαι 
In ἀπικόμην ὅτα. Joh. Gr. 241, Greg. Kor. ὁ 18, Vat. 699, Aug. 
boo7 Dim. .670.,, lt, Gud, 78. 430.4, Ad. OX.) Side ΠΕ 
Mag. 624:ς- ipeds Hust. 1623,,, cf. 51555: ἴρηξ Eust. 9204, 
(but ἵρηξ Greg. K. ὃ 66, who quotes Hesiod), 1248,,, 17347. 
ἵππος in ἐπ᾽ ἵπποι: Leid. 629, ἐπ᾽ ἵππων Joh. Gr. 235, Vat. 694, 
λεύκιππος Hust. 835, 524g, 156257, Tzetzes on Hsd. W. D. 156. 
The asper in ἵππος is due to that of the preceding article. 
ἐπίσταμαι Apollonios in Hdn. II 839,, (Choir, Dict. 877...» 
an. Ox, IV 374,), Mt. Mag. 364,,. ἰστία in ἐπίστιον Hdn. 
IT 3799, (Choir. Dict. 699,), 11 146 (on Z 265), An. Ox. IV 198, 
Greg. Kor. § 89, Hust. 15625, 4g. ὁδός in αὐτόδιον Kust. 
156207, 160539. οἷος Greg. Kor. § 18. ὀμίχλη Et. Mag. 
ΟΠ mt, Gud. 428,, Am*Ox, 1313... ὁρᾶν Joh. Gr. 235, 
Leid. 629, Vat. 694 (ἐπορᾶν), Joh. Gr. 240, Aug. 668, Birnb, 


678,,, Apoll. Synt. 55. (κατορῶ). _ ὅρκος in ἐπιορκῆσαι 
Scholiast Ven. A on IX 193. és in dm’ ὧν Aug. 669. 
ἀπουρίσαι Hust. 1282,;, cf. 177456. ὥρα In κατωραΐζεται" 


σεμνύνεται Hesych. (Ionic ?); cf. Et. M. 448,,. 


398.| Spiritus asper in the Inscriptions. 
Since the inscriptions offer the most valuable evidence for 
the presence or absence of the rough breathing in Ionic, all 


1 On ἀπηλιώτης“ see ὃ 410. 
Y 2 


- 
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examples which afford absolute proof of the use of the asper (i.e. 
actual presence of / or aspiration of a tenuis) will be adduced 
below. Only from the inscriptions previous to 403 B.c. will be 
cited examples of words which might have been provided with 
the asper, but are without it, and from those of a later date only 
cases of aspirated tenues. Roberts’ method of aspirating such 
old Ionic inscriptions from Asia Minor as are free from all taint 
of Atticism is not to be defended. Certainty in so elusive 
a matter as the placing of the correct spiritws cannot be expected 
in the later inscriptions. Bechtel puts the /ezzs in quite late 
documents provided they contain some Ionic form. In many of 
the inscriptions from the fourth century which contain Attic 
forms the same scholar adopts the /enis, while in others he uses 
the asper, All Kowy inscriptions should have the aspirated 
forms. 

A divergence in the treatment of the initial spiritus asper 
between the divisions of Jonic constitutes one of the chief 
marks of sub-dialectal difference. Only the Asiatic Jonians 
adopted ψιλότης. The dialect of Western Ionic and that of the 
Kyklades have retained the rough breathing. 


Medial o upon its disappearance left an intervocalic spiritus asper, which, 
if the initial syllable of the word was provided with a lenis, was in Attic and 
some other dialects transferred to the beginning of the word. Thus εὕω is 
from *eia<*etow Lat. tro. Asiatic Ionic must be regarded as rejecting, the 
dialect of the islands and of Euboia as adopting, this phonetic principle. In 
Asiatic Ionic ἱερός or ipés, in Thasos and Siphnos ἱερός resulted from *icepés, 
*lépos. 


399. | Asia Minor, including the Ionic of the Dodekapolis 
and of the colonies, even when these are islands such as Iasos, 
Leros, Teos, Chios, Samos, Samothrake. Care will be taken to 
notice whether the dialect of the islands differs from that of the 
metropolis. 

The Ionians of the East, z.¢. those included under this division, 
had lost the initial asper at the time of our earliest inscriptions 
from Asia Minor, while all the other Ionians had preserved it. 

Miletos: Η in the older group of Milesian inscriptions never 
denotes 4; and H in the younger group is likewise always used 
for 7. In the Abu-Simbel inscription, however, ΕἸ may denote 
either 7 or ἡ (Ηαγήσερμος, TBAedos), though not all forms capable 
of receiving the asper are provided with 8. But there is nothing 
to show that those words in the Abu-Simbel document which 
receive the asper were written by Milesians; and the evidence 
of Tld(u)Sus ο Θολοφώνιος makes for the assumption that all 
that part of the inscription which is the work of Ionians is to 
be written without the asper. 93 οἷ, ᾿Ηγήσανδρος ; 94 οἱ; 96 
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ἡμέας ; 97 Ἵστια[ζϊος]; οὗ ὁ; cf. also Roberts I 132 dis from 
Naukr. (ὐπ[ οκρητή ριον»), and 132 ter from Naukr. (ὁ), Bechtel 
237, Ἤρης Nauk. I 447 is to be read "Hpy not Ἥρη, cf. No. 689. 
ἀπ᾽ éxdorov occurs in 100, In 102, Bechtel writes ἱερή, since 
the coin is of the fourth century; cf. likewise ἱερῆ in Pantikap. 
123, and Ephesos 150, both late inscriptions. 

Prokonnesos: H is used for ἡ only. 103 ὑποκρητήριον, 
τοὐρμοκράτεος and ἠθμόν (cf. ἀπηθέω). Roberts’ question as to 
the propriety of writing ἧθμόν is otiose, although Πηθμόν appears 
on the Attic copy. This copy has several cases of H. In later 
times, at least, ἧθμός was the proper form; cf. Scholiast on 
Apoll. Rhod. I 1294 (quoted by Roberts). 

Tasos: No. 104 dates from about the middle of the fourth 
century and its forms may receive the Attic asyer. No. 105 is 
also Attic in colouring. 

Kyzikos: In the second part of 108 (dating perhaps from 
the first century B.c.) Bechtel writes the denis because of its 
archaistic character. But the contemporary dialect of Kyzikos 
must have followed the Κοινή usage. 

Priene: In No. 144, about 350 B.c., from the territory of the 
Πανιώνιον, we find κατάπερ, though Bechtel writes the asper on 
initial vowels. This κατάπερ is not decisive as to the deaspiration 
of Ionic in Priene in the middle of the fifth century. See below 
under Chios. 

Ephesos: H is used for ἡ throughout in No. 145. καθάπερ in 
No. 147,, occurs in an inscription almost entirely Hellenistic. 
ἐπεξῆς 148,, dates, according to Dareste, from about the period 
of king Mithridates. 

Kolophon: ὁ with no sign of Η in No. 152 from Abu-Simbel, 
Roberts I 130 E: Πά(μ)βις 6 Θολοφώνιος. Roberts’ ὁ is incorrect. 

Smyrna: ἐφ᾽ fon in C. 1. G. 313745 is late. 

Teos: ἨἘλεσίβιος ὁ Τήιος in No. 155 from Abu-Simbel. 
Roberts’ (I 130 B) Ἕλεσι- and 6 are incorrect. In No. 156 
(middle of the fifth century) H is used throughout for ἡ, never 
for 4. The sole trace of aspiration is καθημένου (B 31). C.L. G. 
3094,, has καθ᾽ éros and Le Bas-Waddington 87 ἀφ᾽ ἵσου 
(both late inscriptions). In No. 158 which contains scarcely 
a remnant of Ionic, we find, line 20, ἀπήγησιν despite καθάπερ 
lines 4, 25, καθισταμένοις line 32. See below under C/ios. 

Abdera: Ἔρμῆι and ᾿Ἑρμοστράτου in No. 162=Rob. I 143. 
H is used for ἡ throughout. Cf. the coin legends ’Em’ ’Ep- 
μοκρατίδεω 1633, "En ᾿Ηροδότου 163, E|7 "Hpopaveos | 163, 
(see on Lrythrai below), ᾿Ηγησαγόρης 1634. ᾿Ἑρμῆι occurs in 
No. 171 Lampsakos. ’Epyfew 180 Chios, but Ἕρμίαι is written 
in Eryth. 204,, (about 354 B.C.). 

Chios: H is employed in No. 174=Rob. I 149 to denote 7. 
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There is no sign of the spiritus asper. ἴπ174 Α ἣ ὑς line 2, 
᾿Ἑρμώνοσσαν 2, Ἑρμωνόσσης 4, ἔξς 5, ἐβδομήκοντα 7, don 8, 
éxardv 13, οὐροφύλακες 15, 19, οἱ 18; in 174 B πέντ᾽ ἠμέρη ι]σιν 
5, ἡμέρη» 15, and 6 τὶ 20; In 174 C W 3, 6 10, “Ixéotos 14, 
᾿Ηγεπόλιος 14, ἐπτακοσίων 18 and 25; in 174 D ἸΙ[κ]εσίου 14, 
ἐνός 19. In 175=Rob. I 150 we find ὀδόν. 

μεθέληι 174 A τι is to be explained as καθημένου in Teos, 
κάθοδον in Halikarnassos, 7.6. by the assumption that in a 
compound the original rough breathing is preserved, whereas, 
when occurring in the uncompounded form, an aspirated word 
becomes subject to the influence of later phonetic laws of Ionic 
and suffers deaspiration. Cf. καθημένη Sim. Am. 790» κάθοδος 
Anakr. 43,, καθεύδοντα Hippon. 61 (attributed by Schneidewin 
to Hipponax), καθεύδει Anakr. 88,; καθάπερ and καθισταμένοις 
Teos, καθημένων on an Ionic papyrus of the fourth century B.c. 
(Philol. XLI p. 746), That this principle, differentiating the 
simple from the uncompounded words, did not obtain throughout 
the length and breadth of the dialect is clear from the numerous 
forms in Herodotos and from Teian ἀπήγησιν. Both of these 
forms must be held to be innovations, not survivals. ἀφήγησις 
was the old compound, which, existing side by side with un- 
compounded words in 7y- from jyéopar!, became ἀπήγησις. So 
too with ἐπίμερον in Sim. Am., κατάπερ in Priene, Halikarnassos. 
See Fick δ. δὶ XI 247, Bechtel Jon. Inschr. p. 98. The same 
principle may account for such forms as καθεύδω in Sappho. 

Maroneia: Ent Hynoaydpew 196, 10, Ἐπὶ ᾿Ηρακλείδεω 196, 11. 

Hrythrai: In 206 A 14, 36, 42, B 14, 45, 50, 60 we find ἐφ᾽ 
ἱεροποιοῦ, but ἐπὶ tepo| ποιοῦ] C 14, cf.C 8. This shows that the 
non-elision of the 4 does not prove that the vowel of the 
following word began with the Zenis. 

Samos: 8 and H are employed to denote 7. τἤρηι 211, 
᾿Ηφαιστίων 212. Roberts has the first correct, the second wrong, 
as also [“H]paydpns 6 in his No. 154= Bechtel 213, where read 
(H-] and ὁ. No. 216 οὖρος, not ὅρος, since there is no H on the 
stone (Attic HOPO® is found in C. I. A. I 493 ff., also in Samos 
I. G. A. No. 8). Cf. ὃ 253. No. 2213, with καθότι, is from 
32.2 B.C. 

Amorgos (inscriptions of Samian origin, see § 400): In 
228=Rob. I 158 A, ᾿ΑΗρσίων is read by Bechtel ᾿Αῤσίων, by 
~ Roberts ᾿Αηρσίων, which is a new and strange name. ᾿Αῤσίων 
(with aspirated p) is the hypocoristic form of ᾿Αρσίνοος. Bechtel 
compares PEpdHoo=Ppd£ov in Rob. I 25 (Delos). 

Halikarnassos: Η is used for y, not for 4. Bechtel 2 38= Rob. 


* Even in Dorie we find such names as ᾿Αγησίλαος with the lenis of ἄγω, in 
contrast to ᾿Αγηΐστρατος from ἄγέομαι. Cf. ᾿Αγιέω Bechtel 131, 11, from Olbia. 
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1145 has 6 1, ὁ, ᾿ΑλικαρναΤ] ἔω]ν 2, ἰέρη[ι] 3, ἰσταμέ[ νου] 5, dn’ οὗ 
18, ἄδος 19, κατάπί ε]ρ το, ὀρκῶ « ι:» σαι] 20, ὄ τι] 20, οἱ 21, 
ὕστερον 22, ὄρκον 24, ὀρκοῦν 26, ἠμί[εἼκτον 26, ὄρκον 47, οἴτινες 
29, ὅτε 30, ὕστερον 41, ὥστε 34, ἰερά 36, ᾿Αλικαρνησσ- 40 and 
41, 0s 43, ὄρκια 44, κατόπερ 43. ‘The only form that indicates 4 
is κάθοδον 40, on which see under Chios. In No. 246, we find 
κατιδρυθέντος on a stelé of unknown period. All the other 
inscriptions from Halikarnassos are certainly late. 

Ἶ Mylasa: C. 1. G. 2693, 6. 4 has καθ’ ἕτος. See above under 

608. 

Adespota: No. 255 with ΤΕΤΈΡΕΙ -- τἠτέρηι has been referred 
by Bechtel to an Asiatic-Ionic source on account of the absence 
of the aspiration. Cf. rodrépov Simon. Amorg. VII 113, Hippon. 
tr. 18,. See § 134, note, Roberts I p. 374. 

In No. 260=Rob. I 166 we read ῥαψωιδός, though the 
ultimate provenance of the inscription is uncertain. There is 
no ΕἸ: 


400.| Kyklades (Island Ionic). 

Naxos: 8 and H represent (1) the spiritus asper, (2) the short 
or long e sound related to an original A (see § 166). (1) In 
No. 23=Rob. I 25 ΕκεΕ βόλωι stands for éxn-1. Aspirated p and 
hs for xs occur in PHPABLZO (Ppagov). In No. 24= Rob. I 26 A 
ΕΚΗβόλωι there is no denotation of 4; No. 26=Rob. I 28 HO. 
Cf. Roberts δὲ 33, 35. (2) ΝικάνδρΕ, ΕκΕ βόλωι, ἰοχεαίρβι, 
φούρΕ!, κασιγνήτε!, AcwodikBo, dd(A)Bov in No. 23=Rob. I 25; 
AewaydpHs, ΕκΗβόλωι in No. 24=Rob. I 26 A; ᾿Αλέξῆνωρ, 
ἐ]ποίησεν in No. 26=Rob. I 28; KapidvH Rob. I 29. 

Amorgos (inscriptions of Naxian origin, see § 399): H denotes 
both Zand η. No.31=Rob.1160 B Ηϊποκράτης, H ποκλῆς: No. 33 
=Rob. I 160 F ἥλ[ιο]ς where in ΗΛ the H stands for 2é. H 
represents 7 in AHyawvérHs, pvHya, THs in No. 29=Rob. I 158 
D; τῆς in No. 32=Rob. I 160 C, also in Rob. I 159 B (an 
abecedarium), and in the very obscure inscription, Rob, I 160 A: 
Φαιστυλίες (?), συβάκην. In Δ. C. A. VIII 24 (το. 16) καθ᾽ 
ἑνιαυτόν 15 due to the analogy of καθ᾽ €ros with inorganic / from F. 

Keos: H denotes ἡ (pan-Hellenic). In No. 40=Rob.I 31 A, 
H by an error stands for E in ἀν! θΗ͂σαν; see Roberts ad Joc. 
In No. 41=Rob., I 32, χρυ]σῆν, xarH€, and H=7 are quite 
doubtful; in No. 42=Rob. I 31 B, ZewHperos, Εὔδημος : in 
No. 46=Rob. I 33 B, [ΑἸφροδίτΗι, ἀνέθηκεν. We find but 
one word in the older inscriptions (apart from the doubtful 7 
mentioned above): Ιστιῆιν (Bechtel No. 45=Rob. I 33 A) 
which must be transcribed ‘Iorinu. No. 43=Rob. I 32 A 


1 The initial Η is not an error for HE but a peculiar sign, used elsewhere 
(Delos and Oropos), for é. 
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(after 420 B.c.) has no sign for the asper, H representing ἡ (Ξε ἃ) 
and n<e-+a, except in διαρανθΉΙι,,, Odv Hi... 

Delos: H stands for δ as in Naxos and Oropos. Cf. No. 53= 
Rob. I 24 A HKHBQ[Ao:], where H also represents ἡ < a. 

Paros: H appears for ἡ only. No. 58=Rob. I 16 has -εβδο- 
[un loovrodrHs, éxoemot(Hoev: No. 59=Rob. I 17 ΔΗμοκύδΗς, 
Tedeorod{kH, στῆσαν, κούρΗΙι, yeveHv, ἀπΗμοσύνηι: No. 60= 
Rob. I 15 wHrHp, θυγάτῃΗρ, ποίημα: Rob. I No. 18 dv ]e6Hxev. 
ἐφηβίην 67 is from Roman times. Rob. I No. 19=1L. G. A. 406, 
a boundary stone, has ΠΌΡΟΣ TOIEPO. If this is Ionic the 
transcription must be Ηοῦρος not Πόρος. It is unfortunate that 
upon no Parian inscription before 403 B.c. do we find any word 
capable of aspiration’; else we might settle the question whether 
Rob. I 19 contains an example of H=4/, or whether HOPO® is 
Attic ὅρος and the boundary stone of Attic provenance? (as the 
Samian HOPOS 1. G. A. 8, cf. C. I. A. I No. 493 ff.). The absence 
of H from IEPO is to be noticed, because in Siphnos (Rob. I 
No. 20) we have HIEPQN and in Thasos IHPON for HIPON 
(No. 7o=Rob. I 23). 

Thasos: H denotes ἡ, 6.5. in Νυμφῆισιν, ΝυμφΗγέτΗι, 
OHAv, &c., in No. 68=Rob. I 22. ἅμ is expressed by AM in 
the same inscription (cf. § 292, 3). In No. 7o=Rob. I 23 we 
find IHPON which stands for HIPON (cf. ἱρόν Bechtel 71, and 
ἱερέα 71,) rather than for ΤΕΡΟΝ, as Roberts (I p. 61, note 1). 
assumes; cf. ΤΕ ΜΙ for EIMI in Theodosia, Bechtel No. 125. In 
J. H. δ. VIII 402, a document of the fifth century, H denotes δ, 

Siphnos: H represents 4 in Ηιερόν (Bechtel No. 88= Rob. 
Τ 20), the only inscription of ancient date. Were others extant, 
H would express ἡ as well as ἡ. 

Lastly, we must examine the inscriptions of— 


401.|] Euboia, 
A. Chalkis and Colonies. 


Kyme: H represents 4 twice: in Ηυπύ Bechtel 3 A=Rob. 
1177 A, and in Ηός Rob. 1 173. 7 is expressed by E in the 
oldest inscriptions free from any encroachment of the Ionic 
alphabet. 

Rhegion: H represents 4 in HOSZA Rob. I 180 (but see 
§ 373). In the parallel inscription, Rob. I 181, the same word 
has no H, the only letter preserved after χρημάτων being O. 
PHywwos occurs on a coin legend, hence ‘P| ]yivos in Bechtel 


* Except perhaps -«8do[un]oovrodrns No. 58, though here the medial h was 
scarcely to be expected. 

* The latter supposition is more probable than to hold with Kirchhoff and 
Roberts I § 29 that the H is an archaism similar to that found on Attic 
boundary stones of a later period. Fick places the inscription at the earliest 
about 400 B,c. because asper and lenis appear. 
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6 B must be without H=%. In Bechtel No. 6 B, Ionic H is 
used for ἡ [Γλ]αυκίης, ἝρμΗι, and there is no sign for 4: O 
stands for ὁ, Ἑρμῆι for Ἕρμῆι. This inscription is later than 
450 B.C. 

Bechtel No. 13=Rob. I 179 is of Chalkidian origin. In 
lines 7 and 11 we find Βότι, line 8 Bo, line ἡ Βαιρεί[ σήθω. 
Rob. 1 No. 183 contains Ηιπ(π)οδρόμης : it is a Chalkidian 
inscription from Gela. 

We may here insert the vase inscriptions: Ηιππολύτη Rob. 
1188 B, cf. Ἔχιππος Rob. I 189 (‘Pémos with no H, 188 K), 
Ηιπ(π)αῖος 190 I G, Ηίπ(π)ος 190 IL A, Ηηρακλῆς 191 B and 
also 192 B, 

Β. Eretria and Styria. 

Eretria and Oropos: Under Eretria we may class Oropos 
No, 18, where (line 18) we find αὐθημερόν, ἀφ᾽ ἑκάστου (line 35), 
ἐγκαθεύδειν (line 36), ἐγκαθεύδοντος (line 39), καθεύδειν (line 44) ; 
and finally Ἡσπέρης (lines 46-47)= Ηεσπέρη ς΄, the sole instance of 
H on the stone, which is certainly older than 377 B.c. This 
case of H is an archaism according to Wilamowitz in Hermes 
XXI p. 98. 

Styra: Bechtel No. το contains the following names in point: 
EtHdyns 108 (the only example of medial H in Jonie inscriptions), 
Heoxariwy 110, Ηυπεί(ργων 111, Hnyepoveds 200, Ηιππώνδης 373, 
Hopypios 374 (cf. I. G. A. 372). E in No. 19 represents ἘΠ ἢ 
(pan-Hellenic), ἡ « ἃ, spurious EI, and (rarely) genuine EI (12, 
265). No H is found in ᾿Ἑρμόκριτος 371, nor in Ῥαῖβος 82, 
“Puy Bis 299. 

Certain adespota may be referred to the Ionic of Euboia or of 
the Kyklades on the score of possessing 4. Bechtel No. 265, 
found near the Parthenon and dating before Ol. 80, has Ηυιός, 
but Ἡγέλοχος. No. 266 is also classed as Ionic by Bechtel. In 
line 4 we find Ηυύς. 


Spiritus Asper in Literature. 


402.| The Iambographic Poets. 

Iambographic poetry best reproduces the speech of the people. 
Cf. Fick Bezz. Beitr. XI 246 fi. 

Archilochos: Archilochos has retained with but two exceptions 
the influence of the asyer. These exceptions are ἐπ᾽ ἠμέρην 70., 
where most of the MSS. have ἐφ᾽, and ἐπ᾽ ἤβης 115. The asper 
appears in ὑφ᾽ ἡδονῆς 102, ἐφ᾽ ἥπατι 131 (. . . παρ᾽ ᾿Αρχιλόχῳ 

1 On B or H=hé, cf. Naxos 23, Delos 53 ἑκηβόλωι. In Styra 1929) HE is=hé 
(‘Hyemoveds). Heoxarlwy occurs 19119. 
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διὰ δασέος Athen. III 107 F), θἠτέρηι 93, Γλαῦχ᾽, ὅρα, or Γλαῦκ᾽, 
ὅρα 54 by force of the punctuation. In verbs compounded with 
a preposition (which prove but little if the rule upheld § 399, 
under Chios, be here available): ἄφελκε 45, ἐφέπων 13, ἐφίμερος 
215, κάθημαι 873, καθαιρεῖ 116. The evidence of Parian or 
Thasian inscriptions is in itself not sufficient warrant for as- 
cribing to Archilochos a thoroughgoing use of the asper. 

Simonides of Amorgos: ἐπίμερον 7,1; τοὐτέρου 7143, but χὠς 
241; τοῦθ᾽ ὁρᾷ 7,0; ἐφήμεροι 14, καθημένη 7.0» and ἀφεῦσα 241. 
In view of similar inconsequences in other poets, 1t would be an 
over-refinement of criticism to explain ἐπίμερον in contrast to 
ἐφήμεροι, by referring it to the character of the settlement of 
Amorgos, 2.e. by Naxians, Samians, and Milesians'. As 
Simonides was by birth a Samian we might expect a constant 
disregard of the asper. Naxian influence alone could have 
introduced the rough breathing. 

Hipponax: κἀφῇ 7,, ἀκούσατ᾽ “Inmévaxtos 13,, τοὐτέρου 18, 
(Stwrixds’), ὀδύνη ᾿πιαλεῖ 21 B, κὠπόλλων Ξε καὶ ὁ ’An- 31, 
ὠπόλλων-ε  ᾿Απ- 45, ἐπ᾽ ἀρμάτων 42, κατ᾽ ὕπνον 89. The asper 
however appears in ἁγέϊ 11 (where its existence is improbable, cf. 
§ 156), θαϊμάτια 83, κοὐχ ἁμαρτάνω 83, and in ἀφέω 75 and 
καθεύδοντα 61, (see above, § 399). As an iambic poet of the 
Asiatic mainland, Hipponax represents with tolerable fidelity 
the speech of his countrymen. 

Ananios has γνοίη x’ ὅσῳ in the choliambie fragment No. 3, 
but κἠμέρης 510 (tetr.), ef. Chios 174 B 14. καθείρξαι occurs 
More 

In Herodas we observe nearly sixty cases of the presence of the 
asper, and only twenty of the lenis. The asper has been 
misplaced in χἤρωτες 7o4- 

403.] Elegiac Poets. 

Instances of deaspiration in the texts of elegiac poets from the 
twelve cities are extremely rare: Xenophanes 2,, has ταῦτα κ᾽ 
ἄπαντα, according to the majority of the MSS., though Bergk 
follows B in reading x’ ἅπαντα. In 2,, we find rotvexev, a form 
which is however also epic (Hesiod). 

The elegiac poets usually accept the aspirated forms through 
inability to break with epic tradition: Mimnerm. 12, ἐφ᾽ ὕδωρ, 
12, ἀφ᾽ “Ἑσπερίδων and ἀφικόμεθα 9,: Xenophanes 1. οὐχ ὕβρις 
and ἀφίκοιο : Phokylides of Leros has οὐχ ὁ 1,. 


404.] Melic Poets. 
In the melic poets there are scarcely any traces of the placing 
of the denis for the asper: Anakreon has ἐσκατορᾷς τς (Apoll. 


* ἐπίμερον and ἐφήμεροι have a parallel in Herodotos’ ἀπικέσθαι by the side 
of ἀφικέσθαι in Xenophanes, 
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Synt. 55), ἐπίστιον 90,4, but οὐκέθ᾽ ἥβη, κάθοδος 43, καθεύδει 88,, 
λευκίππων 12 B from original ἴππος. 


405.| Herodotos. 

In view of the unanimous testimony of the inscriptions of 
Tonic Asia Minor as to the loss of the rough breathing, it is 
imperative that the text of Herodotos should be made to 
conform to the dialect of his day. The influence of an initial 
rough breathing may however be admitted to a certain extent. 
In compounds it has aspirated a preceding tenuis; though in 
numerous instances such forms as ἀπίκετο may be justified with 
the same propriety as the Teian ἀπήγησις, on which see § 399, 
under Chios. 

The following instances of the occurrence of the Jenis or 
variation between /enis and asper, deserve notice. Words with 
an initial F are expected to show the /enis. 

ἐδώλια 1 24 in Ο ὁ. ἔργω, ἔργνυμι : ἐσεργνῦσι 11 86, κατερ- 
γνῦσι Ν᾽ 69, κατέργοντες VI 102, εἶρξε III 136 (v.2. ἕρξε), ἔργεσθαι 
VII 197 (υ. 4. εἴργ- and εἵργ-) : ἑρκτήν is however found IV 146. 
ἔρξαν V 65, ἀπέρξαντες IV 62, but ἕρδον IX 103 (LP ἔ-), Epdecke 
VII 33 (P); cf. Sim. K. 5.0 ἕρδῃ : on ἕρδω in Hesiod, see Rzach’s 
Dialekt d. Hsd. p. 359. ἐσμός V 114. ἠώς though ἕω is a 
frequent v./.; ἑωθινός oecurs in III 104; in ἠώς, as in other 
words here mentioned, the lenis is original (jés<dyows). ἴρηκας 
II 67, cf. Hust. 1]. 920.4: τὸ δὲ ἴρηξ ἰωνικῶς ψιλοῦται, εἰ καὶ τὸ 
ἵεραξ δασύνεται. In III 76, despite ἱρήκων in MSS. Fd, we read 
with Stein the form with the dens. ὄλμος, οὖλος, οὐρίζειν. 
ὥρη heed, care IIL 155 (ὥρη most MSS.), as in the tragedians. 
ὥρη season IL 4, I 32. εἱλίσσω has the asper II 38 according 
to Stein, as εἱλίχατο VII 90, though Hust. 234,, wrote εἰλ- ; ef. 
Tzetzes on Hesiod, W. D. 450: τὸ ἕλιξ ᾿Αττικοὶ δασύνουσιν, οἱ δὲ 
λοιποὶ πάντες ψιλοῦσιν. ἱστίη has the asper, 

The non-aspiration of ὑπέατι in the MSS. of Hdt. IV 70 
deserves notice, as the deaspiration of words with initial v 15 
extremely rare in the Greek dialects, with the single exception of 
Aiolic. Cf. ὑδρίαν I. G. A. 3214,, ὑπεδέξατο C. I. A. I 442,, 
παρ C. I. A. 1 1654, 1734, ὑπάργυρα C. 1. A. I 32 B 28; 
see Roberts I § 43. This denis appears before v only in those 
dialects whose v was the old sound oo (w). 

406. | Occurrences of tenuis for aspirate in Herodotos. 

The MSS. of Herodotos have the tenuis (1) before an initial 
guttural spirant and (2) not infrequently in compounds. 

1. A final tenuis is not aspirated :—ovx ὁμολογέουσι I 5 (cf. 
§ 348), and so also in the case of ἀπό, ἐπί, κατά, μετά, ὑπό, and 
ἀντί: (Bredow, p. 203 ff.). 


1 ἀντ᾽ Gov Greg. Kor. § 18, who also cites οὐκ οἷοί τε ἦσαν. 
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2. In compounds whose tenues are due to the influence of the 
lenis of the uncompounded word. 

ἀπαμμένους 11 121 (δ); ἀπηλιώτης IV 22 (§ 397); ἀπικνέοντο 
IV 125, ef. ἀπίξονται Charon 9 (ὃ 397); αὐτημερόν IL 122, 
VI 139; ἐπέδρης 1 17, v.0. ἕδρης, ἐπέδρην V 65 (ἔφεδρον V 41); 
ἐπεξῆς 11 77; κατάΞεκαθά I 208 (elsewhere κατὰ τά, but καθ᾽ ὥς 
IX 82) where Kirchhoff would prefer κατ᾽ ἅ; κατά περ 1 118, 131, 
169, κατύπερθε 11 5; κατίσαι II 121 (e), cf. IL 126; κατηγέοντο 
ΤΥ 125, ὑπηγεομένης Demokr. 92. All MSS. have καθεύδουσι nm 
Hdt. IV 25, with which we may compare καθεύδει I 95. Stein 
has κατ- in both cases. In VIII 49 the MSS. have ἀφ-, Stein 
ἀπεῖτο. Dindorf incorrectly conjectures ἀπήσειν in ΠῚ 193 for 
ἀφήσειν, since there is an obvious reference to ἀφίημι in order 
to explain ’Adérat. 

In the Herodoteian crasis of 6+ αὐτός to ὠυτός (§ 258). we 
find the asper vanishes; cf. rovrepov (but θἄτερα IV 157 and 
οὕτερος I 34). 

407.| As the case now stands it is impossible to discover the 
exact usage of Herodotos as regards compounded words; and it 
will continue to be impossible until we are placed in the position 
of being able to control by the inscriptions the form of each 
word whose second component part originally began with the 
asper. In fact, as we know that κάθοδος is a legitimate Ionic 
form of the fifth century, it may be doubted whether ἔφεδρον 
in Hdt. V 41 is not correct and ἐπέδρης I 17 a fictitious form 1. 
Great as are the limitations in respect of our knowledge of the 
Tonic asper, it should be recognized that to write ἐπέδρης in one 
case and ἔφεδρον in another (as the editor of Dietsch’s text does), 
is not in accordance with probability, whatever may be said for 
the advisability of such a procedure from the point of view of the 
textual critic who has not the courage to disregard MS. evidence. 

408.| The Asper in Hippokrates. 

Hippokrates usually employs the asper in the same way as the 
Attic. οὐκ ὑπέστρεψεν 11 664, according to Ermerins, where 
Littré (with 4 / Οἱ I) reads ody; οὐκ οἷον 11 74 (Littré οὐχ), 
οὐχ ὑποδέχεται II 76 in both Ermerins and Littré. In VII οὐ 
for ἐφ᾽ ἅμαξαν, a v. ἰ. is ἐπ᾽, cf. Homeric ἐπ᾿ ἄμαξαν M 448 
(see § 397), VIL 326 κὠμφαλός--καὶ 6 du. (in 6). On dm’ 
ὄτεων in II 74, see Gomperz, Apologie der Heilkunst, p. 77, where 
other forms are discussed: ὑπ᾽ ὄτευ VI 34, VI 98, ὠυτός VIII 588, 
ἀπίκηται VII ὃ, ἀπικνέεται VI 390, ἐπόδοισι VI 508, μετεωῦτοῦ 
VI 114 (in IZ), where other MSS., except 4, have per’ ὡυτοῦ. 

409.| Pseudo-Ionists. 

Aretaios has the asper throughout, or with such insignificant 


1 See Thumb, Asper, p. 58. 
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exceptions as not to disturb the usual Attie practice. The 
medical writers form a pronounced exception to Herodotos and 
his imitators. Lukian: Dea Syria ἀπικνέομαι very often; but ἀφῇς 
7. 4. 6, &e.; ἐπικνέεται § 15, with ép- three times, xar- three 
times, κάθηται § 16; Kar’ δὲ 17, 443 μετήσομαι § 18; ὑπηγέονται 
ᾧ 57, t6- ὃ 46; dvr’ ὃ 12; οὐκ ὃ 52. 

In the De Astr. there are nine cases of ἀπ in composition and 
am’ ἠμέων ὃ 21; μετέποντα ὃ 13. 

Arrian: ἀπηγέομαι, ἀπικνέομαι in all ten times, with ᾧ four 
times ; ἀπ᾿ § 3, the only certain place; ἐπεῖναι ὃ 11; ἐφ- four 
times ; ἐπ᾽ § 32, ἐφ᾽ five times; κατ- twenty-seven times (κατάπερ, 
κατύπερθε, κατοράω, κατορμίζονται, κατηγεομένων, κατήκω), καθ- 
thirteen times; κατ᾽ δὲ 11, 29, 30, καθ᾽ four times; μεθ- ποῦ μετ- : 
ὑφ- not ὑπ- ; ody 6 § 5. 

Abydenos: ἀπίκατο 1; καθορμίσονται 13 μετίει 1. 

Eusebios: ἀπεστήκεε 8; ἐπ᾽ 5; προσεκατέατο 8; κατ᾽ brew 5; 
καθ- twice ; οὐκ ἁμαρτεῖν 2, ἀπ᾽ 6. 

Eusebios Myndios: az’- but once and no case of an’: ἐπησθείην 
I, ἐφ- twice ; ἐπ᾿ 44, 63, ἐφ᾽ twice; κατηγεομένους 63, καθ- twice ; 
οὐχ 14, 36, 53. 

In the supposititious letters of Herakleitos xar- occurs once 
(12). These letters have ἀφ᾽, as that of Thales. 

Vita Homeri: ἀπικνέομαι twenty-three times, ἀπηγέομαι δὲ 22, 
23, ἀπικνέομαι, κατήμενος § 9, κατίζων 10,12; elsewhere καθ-. So 
also ἀφ᾽, μεθ᾽. 


410.] Varia. 

In Attic we find a few instances of the /enis that may be 
ascribed to an Ionic source: ἀντήλιος Agam. 519, Aias 805, 
ἀπηλιώτης Kykl. τὸ and in prose and inscriptions. ἐπημα- 
ξευμένη occurs in Antig. 251. Even Aristophanes has ἀπηλιαστής 
Aves 110. See ὃ 397. 

ἐποδώκει, the reading of the vulgate Persai 656, cannot be defended as an 
Ionism of tragedy, and is to be abandoned on other grounds. 

In late inscriptions we find the asper even where Classic Attie has the lenis : 
καθ᾽ ἑνιαυτόν B. C. H. VIIL 2410: 16 (Amorgos), ἐφ᾽ ion C. 1. G. 313775 (Smyrna), 
ἀφ᾽ ἵσου Le Bas-Waddington 87 (Teos), καθ᾽ ἕτος C. 1. G. 3094). (Teos). 


Sentence Phonetics. 


411.] Assimilation of Consonants. 

The assimilation of a nasal to the consonant of the following 
word is very common. 

vy becomes p before 7; Kyzikos 111,, Zeleia 113,,, Naukr. 
139 C, Ephesos 1474, 3, Abdera 162, Erythr. 206 B 58, Samos 


334 THE IONIC DIALECT. [412. 


22141, Halik. 240455 015 095 30 339 359 81» 41; a» Mylasa 248 B 7, 8; 
No. 261. ν becomes p before @: Zeleia 114 F, Eph. 147, 
ν becomes p before 8: Halik. 240,,, Eph. 1475: v becomes μ 
before μ: Eph. 145, Chios 174 C 24, Erythr. 206 A 25, Halik. 
240,,. v becomes y before x: Hphesos 14744, 10» Teos 158), 
Chios 174 C 22, Erythr. 206 A 47, B 29, Halik. 24046, 18» 95) 84" 
v becomes A before A: Halik. 240,, 99, 931 (Ἑλλιμένιος Thas. 
(Li) ὃς, cf. J. A. Sa VIL 262. τὸν ν becomes o before oc: 
Halk. 238,,. κ becomes y before β in ἐγβαλεῖν Teos 158). 
Cf. the variations in Herodoteian MSS. between ’ExBarava and 
᾿Αγβάτανα. κ becomes y before ὃ: Chios 174 Β 22 (κἀγδι- 
κασάντων), Head HH. N. 504. « becomes y before A: Samos 
22025 (ἐγλείπει). We may also notice "Avxdos on an Ionic 
vase C. 1. G. 7375, Ἔνκαιρος Styra 1015,» συνγράφη ", J. H. 8. 
VIII 402,, Thasos. In Herodas we find -vy- 1,,, -vm- 1ρρ» ovy- 


σφιγγε 5.5. 


DECLENSION. 


412.| The Dual. 

By the fifth century the use of the dual in the literary 
monuments of Ionic had entirely passed out of existence. Recent 
editors of Herodotos are rightly unanimous in extirpating the 
two cases in which all the MSS. agree in its retention: I 11 
δυοῖν ὁδοῖν παρεουσέων Γύγη δίδωμι αἵρεσιν, GI ἐκ yap δυοῖν οὐκ 
ὁμοεθνέων ἐγεγόνεε. Elsewhere δυῶν, δυοῖσι are the forms adopted. 
While the inscriptions have no instance of δυοῖν, δυῶν occurs in 
Chios 174 D 14, a document which however inflects the numerals 
after the Aiolic norm. Hipponax 29 has δύ᾽ ἡμέραι as might be 
expected. Hippokrates avoids the dual with such persistency 
that it may be doubted whether he employed it at all. All of 
the examples quoted from the Hippokratic corpus are found in 
the treatises of the younger school. These are VI 472 δυοῖν 
διαφόροιν . . . συμφόροιν where the MSS. have διαφόροις or 
διαφόρων: VIL 120 ἀμφοῖν τοῖν ὀφθαλμοῖν (9 has the pl.): 
VIL 128 τὼ ὀφθαλμὼ πονέετόν τε καὶ ἐξέχετον (6 has the pl.): 
VII 138 δυοῖν: VIII 54 ἀμφοῖν: VIII 76 τοῖν ὀφθαλμοῖν in θ 
(v. ὁ. has the pl.): VIII 326 τὼ πόδε (6 has the pl.), τοῖν ποδοῖν 
(not in 0), τὼ μηρώ (0 has the pl.), τοῖν σκελοῖν (τῶν σκελέων 
in 6): in IX 84 we find such an anomaly as δυσὶ γαστέραιν: 
VIII 144 τοῖν σφυροῖν but 6 has ἐκ τῶν σφυρῶν : VIII 236 τὼ 

1 But τὴν Λ-- 24036) ἐν A— 24038, 


57+ 
3 a. for 2YMMAXIKON, Ephesos, Head H. N. 495, Samos 
ibid. 516. 


A 
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χεῖρε (0 has the pl.). As regards the Ionic writers of the Rena- 
scence under Hadrian, Lukian d. 8. ὃ 30 adopts ὀργυιέων δυοῖν, 
Arrian δυοῖν § 7, δοκίμω ἄνδρε ὃ 17, ἀμφοῖν τοῖν χεροῖν τό, 
τοῖν σκελοῖν 14. bis, ἑκατέροιν 14. Aretaios writes once τὼ πόδε, 
but not elsewhere where pairs of the parts of the body are 
spoken of. These cases of the occurrence of the dual must be 
regarded as deviations from normal Ionic in the direction of Attic. 
See § 573 for the dual in conjugation. 


413.| Gender, &c. 

1. The grammarians regarded as Ionic the use of the following words as 
feminine : ἠήρ Eust. 77515, 15664, κίων 139049) 139950) 192357) ἔλαφος 165256, 
ἵπποι (cf. Et. M. 47359), κύνες, ἡμιόνοι 87762) 139049) EAAGS 139048, ὄνος Et. M. 4735) 
ὄρνιθες Hust. 11264, Bods Et. M. 47356, Eust. 13902, σῦς, χοῖρος 175214-05, Athen. 
IX 375 C, χῆνες 187645, ῥινός 67945, 192654. ῥοῖζος too is feminine in Ionic 
according to Eust. 1631,, Schol. 1 315 and Photios II 135; ἀστράγαλος (but cf. 
Anakr. 46) Bekk, Aneecd. I 454.;=Bachm. Anecd. 1154. In comparison with 
Doric, Ionic has to show a larger number of nouns whose feminine gender 
awakened the attention of the grammarians. Occasionally the use of the 
masculine for the feminine is noticed, as in the case of ἄσβολος in Hipponax 
(Bekk. Anecd. I 172); ἄρριχος when masculine is Ionic, when feminine 
Attic: Et. Mag. 149,,, Bachm. An. I 146 (Bekk. An. I 446), cf. Hust. 1163.9, 
153358) Schol. Arist. Aves 1309. Joh. Gr. 240 holds that ἕσπερος (Hom.) is Ionic 
for ἑσπέρα, cf. 6 τιάρας Hdt. I 132, τιάρῃ VIII 120. ὁ κόγχος is found in 
a Delian document, Ditt. Syll. 367,,,. In Hippokr. VI 198 6 φάρυξ where 
@ has the fem., so VI 212. An Ionic change from the fem. to the neuter is 
claimed by the An. Par. III 156,, on the score of παρειά; ibid. III 464,, 
κέλευθα for κελεύθους. 

2. Such forms as υἱέες, ἐρίηρες, ἐρυσάρματες for viol &c, are called Ionic by 
Joh. Gr. 240 B, Greg. K. 444, Meerm. 652, Aug. 667. 

3. φι is archaistic in all post-Homeric monuments, as indeed it is in 
Homer. θεόφι in Naukr. I p. 63, No. 28 (Παρμενίσκος θεόφι) is perhaps the 
only occurrence of φι in a prose document. This inscription is not necessarily 
Tonic. 


A Declension. 


414. 

τς declension embraces masculines in -ῆς, feminines in 
-n and -ἃ, where other dialects have -as (Attic -ns in part), -a 
(Attic -ἡ except after vowels and p) and -ἃ The dialects vary 
considerably in their adoption of the forms in -d. 


Masc. Fem. Plur. 
ns n, ἃ αι 
εω, εω; W, EV, EOS, EUS ns, ἧς εων, €@Y, ων 
ηι nly Ne ηισι; Nis, ats 
nv, €a nv, av as 


ηγα ηγα αι. 
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In the following discussion of the cases of the singular, 
especial attention is directed to the occurrences of Ionic ἡ = Attic 
ἃ after p and vowels. Most of the inscriptional forms are 
enumerated and the date of the ingression of the Attic ἃ noted. 
On forms where ἡ was preceded by ε, see § 263. For cases 
of the presence of Ionic ἡ in Attic, see § 72. 


Hat. has 4 ψάμμη, ἡ τάφρη, ἡ povh. There are many words which end in 
-apxns instead of -apyos. Hippokr. and Hdt. have 7 πάθη and τὸ πάθος. 
τὰ Ἄβδηρα, not ἡ ΓΑβδηρα, is the form in the Ionic of Hat. 


415. Nominative Masculine (Inscriptions). 

The inscriptions have generally preserved throughout the 
fourth century the specifically Ionic ἡ after p and vowels. See 
§ 172. 

1. After p: ᾿Αθηναγόρης Teos 161 (2), Aewaydpns Naxos 24, 
᾿Ἠγησαγόρης “Abdera 163 (4), Samos 217, ᾿Αρισταγόρης Ephesos 
151 (1), Δημαγόρης 151 (2), Πυθαγόρης Samos 2.26 (1) bef. 350 B.c., 
2.62, Asiatic Ionic (after 408 B.c.), Thasos (LL) 10 B,, Head H. N. 
512, 518, Πρωταγόρης Halik. 240,, and in several other examples 
from the Thasian inscriptions in the Louvre dating from 300- 
275 (first and second periods according to Bechtel). 


The Attic ἃ has forced an entrance in Νικαγόρας Eph. 1472 (300 B.¢.), ef. 
Νικαγόρης Thasos (L) 71); “Av[altayépas Smyrna 1534, an inscription which is 
almost Attic. ’Apioraydpas Thasos 82 A 5 (225-200 8. Ο., cf. ᾿Αρισταγόρης Thasos 
(L) 4 B9 about 300); Φαναγόρας Erythrai 206 B 55 (after 278 B.¢.), cf. Φανα- 
γόρης Thasos (L) 6 Ὁ 8 (about 300 B.c.); [‘H]paydépas Thasos (L) 14 A τι and 
in eight names in -γόρας from the Thasian inscriptions in the Louvre (15 Ὁ 11, 
20A 9, 16,, 18 C 8, 180 6, 18 B13, 19 Β 8, 15 A 5, 15 B5, 15 A τὸ, τότ]: 
᾿Αθηναγόρας Klazom. Head H. N. 491. 

In No, 215=Rob. 1156 we find Πυθαγόρας Σάμιος ἐποίησεν attached to an 
offering of Euthymos, a Lokrian ἀπὸ Zepvpiov. As this Pythagoras is called 
by Pausanias (VI 6 4 ff.) an inhabitant of Rhegion, he doubtless belonged to 
the Samians who came in 494 B. ¢. to Sicily (Hdt. VI 23) and became subjects 
of Anaxilas of Rhegion. Cf. Loewy (Insch. gr. Bildhauer, No. 23) and above, 


§ 172. Πυθαγόρης in 261 is the name of an immigrant Ionian in-Salymbria, 
a colony of the Doric Megara. 


2. After i: ’Aorins Styra 19:55, Κριτίης 195,, Χαροπίης 19151, 
Μικρίης 19o550581 Πυρρίης 19292093, Σωσίης 19445, Δουρίης 21, 
Euboian Ionic. ‘Eorins Erythr. 206 B τό, Ὑσσωίης Halik. 
24042, Αἰνησίης Thasos (Li) 3,, Γλαυκίης Rhegion 6 B, Εὐκοίης 
Keos 44 B 9, Παυσανίης Thasos 78 B 3, Μνησίης Thasos 75 B 9, 
Tla|j.]pains Thasos (i) 19 A 6, ’Avrins Rob. I 190, No. I, H, 
Tvains Latyschev II 202. 


Attic -as is found e.g. in Παππίας Mykonos 92,4 (Makedonian period), 
Πασίας 104; and Φανίας 1043) Iasos (before 353 8. 0.), ᾿Αντωνίας Eph. 130 (time 
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of Hadrian), Ἱππίας, Παυσανίας Smyrna 1 53s, An almost Attic inscription, 
Κριτίας Thasos 82 A 7 (225-200 B.c.), Ἑστίας Erythr. 206 A 9 (cf. 206 B 16 


Ἑστίη5), Παυσανίας Perinthos 234 B 42, and Thasos (L) Νικίας 11 B 4, ᾿Αμφίας 
12 A 4. 


3. After ε: Alvéns oceurs on a Chalkidian amphora in Rob. 
I 189 F. 

4. After v: Παναμύης Halik. 238,,, gen. Παναμύω see ὃ 429; 
Σληύης Naukr. I 235, name of a ἀπ ει Tonized. 


Attic ἃ occurs in Μαρσύας Iasos 104, (before 353 B. ΟἿ 


5. Other nominatives in -ῆς: ᾿Αριστῆς Eryth. 206 B 21, 
“Ἑρμῆς ᾿ Samos 220.,, ᾿Αθηνῆς on an Abderite coin in the British 
Museum (Catal. 71, No. 48), Λε(ω)νῆς Keos 44 A 5, ᾿Ηγῆς Chios 
179, cf. “Hyins in Hdt., ᾿Απελλῆς Iasos 104,,. For other forms, 
see § 263, 3. On the development of the declension of the 
hypocoristic -as, -Gdos for -as, -a, see below, § 546. 


If ‘Hyéas and ᾿Ελπέας Keos 44 B 4, B 16 are not Attics, these two names are 
the two earliest examples (except Πυθαγόρας, above under 1) of the expulsion 
of the Ionic sound. The document is perhaps older than 400 B.c, It is 
highly probable that these individuals are not Ionians. The name Δημέας 
Delos 57 is from a much later period (second century). On Μικᾶς Thasos (Τὴ 
14 A 7, Ἡρᾶς Thasos (L) 18 Ο 3, see § 165, note. On supposed cases of -εᾶς in 
the Styrian lead tablets, see § 157. 


416.| Nominative Masc. (Lyric Poets). 

Ἑρμῆς Hippon. 55 B; ᾿Απελλέης Anakr. 72 B is not different 
from ᾿Απελλῆς cited under ὁ Ais Meyiorns in Anakr. 41 
may be read Μεγιστῆς (cf. Μεγιστᾶς upon Attic and Boiotian 
inscriptions). ᾿Αναξαγόρας Anakr. 105 is corrupt. 


417.] Nominative Masc. (Prose). 

In Hadt.? Ἑρμῆς, βορῆς (e.g. VI 44 no MS. has -éns), ᾿Αριστῆς, 
Πυθῆς, &e., ὃ 263, 3. Αἰνείης Menekrates in Dion. Halik. 4. 2. 
I 77 (Jac.). 


418.| Nominative (Accusative) Feminine in -d. 

The Ionic dialect, while presenting many traces of resemblance 
to Attic and other less closely connected idioms in respect of the 
retention of -d in the nom. fem., pursues a different path from 
Attic especially in the treatment of abstract nouns in -ev from 
-εσ- stems. When Ionic has -d, this termination is not the 
property of this dialect alone. 


1 In ΣΗΞ 43H on a vase in Overbeck’s Atlas eur Kunstmythol. pl. IV, 
No. 6, HJ is a dittography. 
2 Greg. Kor. § 1 ᾿Αρχίης. 
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Examples of -d: τόλμα! Hdt. VII 135, and Eurip. lon 1264; 
Androm. 702, and in Plato, whereas in Doric we have τόλμᾶ, Pindar, 
Ol. XTII 11, and so Jon 1416(?). Cf. schol. Ven. on Γ' 130. 
βασίλεια is referred to § 177. μοῖρα in Hdt., Anaxag. 5, 
Archil. τό, Mimn. 6, Solon 20, 13,3, Tyrt. 7; μοῖραν Sol. 
Bia 11,,- 01m.) Am 74595 bar ole) Kn 57 el em Oka pros 
inscrip. adesp. No. 265 in Bechtel’s collection, cf. ὃ 439 II A. 
vapxa Hippokr. VI 368, VIII 310, 312 (also in Menander, 
no. 498, Kock). 

In many cases this ἃ is difficult of explanation®. Many words 
belong to the class of which μοῖρα is an example, the iota of the 
pre-Hellenic suffix -ἰὰ having been transferred to the radical 
syllable (uop-sa, μοῖρα). Thus yépipa, σφῦρα are to be derived from 
-tp-.d. Where there is a variation between a short and a long 
vowel as in the case of τόλμα, it has been suggested that the 
form with a is due to the influence of such doublets as ἀληθεία 
and ἀλήθεια. It is, however, by no means certain that the con- 
fusion between -ἰᾶ, the nominal suffix, and -id, the adjectival 
suffix (ὃ 174), is older than the creation of a τόλμα from 
τόλμα. 

Whether χάραδρα Hdt. IX 102 or χαράδρα (Stein, Holder) is the correct 
form is not clear. C has χαράνδραν, P χαράδρην. The same variations 
recur in the case of the name of a Phokian town, VIII 33. Here R 
has Χαράδρην. 


In some cases the MSS. of Hdt. have retained, in opposition 
to their procedure elsewhere, the forms in -ed, -οιὰ. Thus we 
find εὐμένεια, ἄδεια, ἐπιμέλειαν, ἐμμέλειαν, περιφάνεια (ὃ 176), 
διάνοια, διάνοιαν, εὔνοιαν (δὲ 178, 441). Hdt. has both Φώκαια 
and Φωκαίη according to the MSS. (ὃ 179). 

Adjectives in -vs have feminine -eva or -ea, § 219. Hdt. has 
δασέα IIT 32. 


419.| Hyper-Ionic ἡ for ἃ. 

The maleficent ignorance of the late grammarians and scribes 
did not fail to lay its hands upon the ¢ which was a genuine 
heirloom of the Ionic dialect. To these sciolists ἡ was the one 
unmistakable sign of Ionic lineage. Not only was the -& after p 
attacked by them, but also the -d in the feminine of nouns and 
adjectives where it follows upon... The dialectological treatises 


* τόλμη in Hdn. I 25516, 3242, II 426,, cf. Bekk. An. I 66; (τόλμη καὶ 
τόλμα, πρύμνη καὶ πρύμνα). It is not elsewhere attested. Joh. Gr. 241 χρῶνται 
δ ᾿ συστελλομένῳ τῷ a ἀντὶ τοῦ ἡ Ἴωνες, Δωριεῖς δὲ ἐκτεινομένῳ. Cf. Phrynich. 

Js BEI 

* See Misteli K. Z. XVII 177, XIX 119; Osthoffs Forschungen, II 25; 
Brugmann, M. U. II 201, Grundr. I § 639; Wheeler’s Nom. Accent, 35 ff.; 
Solmsen, K. Z, XXIX 64, Johansson, K. Z, XXX 411. 
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of Gregory and the Gramm. Meermannianus are the heirs of 
this error. Gregory § 10 (cf. ὃ 45 and Gramm. Vatic. p. 696) 
says τὸ ἃ εἰς ἡ tpémovow .. . Ἥρα Ἥρη, σφαῖρα σφαίρη : the 
Gramm. Meerm. p. 650 Ἥρα Ἥρη, χώρα χώρη, ὥρα ὥρη, σπεῖρα 
σπείρη. Where dialect forms are confounded with pan-Hellenic 
formations (σφαῖρα, σπεῖρα). In Hat. I 204 all the MSS. have 
μοίρην ; in IV 120 d has μοίρη, and so too the Aldine edition 
which generally accepts the perversities of the hyper-Ionizing 
movement. In II 17 it alone has μοίρην. μοίρην recurs in 
Lukian’s Astro. § 10, μοίρη Euseb. § 9. νεαίρη is found in the 
pseudo-Hippokrates VII 312, 316, 320, where, however, the 
Vienna codex @ (the oldest MS. of Hippokrates) has -pa. εὐρέη 
is found in III 212. In Hdt. IV 120 the Aldine edition has 
μίη, a form repudiated by the MSS. of the historian, though 
occurring in Hippokrates! and Aretaios. Hyper-Ionic οὐδεμίη 
appears even in Solon XIII 46, where no MS. pronounces 
in favour of the genuine Attic and Ionic form. οὐδεμίην is also 
found in Lukian Syr. D. 19, Astr. 27, 2g. In the inscriptions 
there occurs no case of nom. or accus.; μιᾶς Olynth. ὃ B 13 is 
Attic. μιῆς Sim. Am. 2 (conj.), Herodas 1,1, 779, μιῇ Theognis 
664 (in A), Herodas 5,,, are the genuine Ionic forms which were 
the starting-points for the creation of the hyper-Ionie pin. In 
the vulgate of Herodas III 1 we find μυίην. 

In the fem. of adj. from mase. -vs, Hdt. usually has -εα (ὃ 506). 
en is found in some or all MSS.: τρηχέη LV 23, τρηχέην 1X 122, 
βαθέην I 75, δασέη IV 109, δασέην IV 21. Hippokr. has 
ὀξέη VI 172 (6), 174, VIII 132, ὀξέην 178, 180, θηλείην VIII 
274 (-ιαν 6). βαθέην even occurs in Homer, Π 766 (Nauck βαθύν). 
παχείην is found in the MSS. of Sim. Amorg. 31 B. The 
pseudo-Jonists not infrequently have ἡ. Lukian Syr, D. ἡμισέη 
14, θηλέην 15, 51; Arrian, πλατείην 16, τραχείη 23, 37 (cf. 32); 
βαθέην 27; Eusebios ᾧ 5 ἰθείη, Euseb. Mynd. 63, εὐρέη. CE. τρη- 
χείην Anth. Pal. VII 315. 

If in the one passage in an inscription where such an y form appears 
(Latyschev 11 370) :— 

‘Hoe({]n κεῖμαι, θυγάτηρ τε ἅμα μοι Φιλον[[κἼ)η" 

μνήμην [δ᾽] ἔστησεν] Σάτυρος ΠΙτἸσί τ]οξένο(υ) [ὧδ᾽ ε. 
the form Ἡδε()η were certain, the forms adduced above might stand on a 
better footing. While the omission of the . presents no difficulties (cf. “Hdd 
C. I. A. III 2324, 3186), Aschik’s limitations as an epigraphist are such as to 
throw suspicion upon his transcription. Aschik himself suggested ‘H8[lo7 Jn. 
As Latyschey remarks, the Ο for OY in the genitive would permit us to place 
the inscription in the fourth century ; a date much too early in my opinion 


1 μηδεμίην II 180 (μίαν in 2269), μίην VIII 334 (μίαν 0), ovdeuiny 11 648 
(αν A), IL 658 in but one MS. All have play 11 664, as Herodas 1,,, 


6i2 572° 


Z 2 
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for the emergence of the hyper-Ionic τη. Until the stone is rediscovered, no 
weight should be attached to its evidence. 


420.| Ionic n=Attic ἃ. 

Old Attic with its -.@ in abstract nouns was like Ionic with 
its τιη. Since, so far as we can make out, Ionic rarely, if ever, 
adopted the -.é termination (δ 175, 178), there is a divergence 
between the two allied dialects, which has been brought about 
by the transference in later Attic of the ending -.a from the 
feminine adjectival stems to the category of abstract nouns. We 
are never certain when we find a form like ἀλήθεια in later 
Tonic that it is not due to the influence of Attic; though no 
reason may be adduced why Ionic should have refused to admit 
the innovation which changed to such an extent the character 
of the prose speech in Attic. ἱρείη is attested as Herodoteian 
(ὃ 177), despite ἱέρεια in Homer and other dialects. On Ἱστιαίη, 
Μηδείην, see § 179. 

Mimn. 9,, Hdt. I 15, 149 have Σμύρνην ; so Vit. Hom. 5 (but 
Σμύρνα 2). σμύρνη is found in Hdt. III 107. πρύμνη ' may be 
an adjective form from πρυμνός (Brugmann, Berichte d. sich- 
sischen Gesell. ὦ. Wiss. 1883, 191). πρύμνὰ on this view 
might be an analogue of ap@pa, though it may have been 
formed as other words in -d (above). πρῴρην Hdt. I 194 
(cf. VII 180) is clearly erroneous. 

For the Attic form πεῖνα, we find an apparently Ionic form 
πείνη in Plato Lys. 221 A, Phil. 31 E; cf. Trypho in Apoll. Conj. 
228, Schn. (quoting o 407), Hdn. IT 456,,=An. Ox. II 302,., Et. 
Gud. 74,, and Schanz’ Proleg. to Gorgias p. VII. With the form 
πείνη We May compare πέζ) mentioned by Hdn. IT 372,,=An. 
Ox. I 339,. (ef. I 368.5). πείνη and πέζη are not hyper- 
Ionisms, but genuine Attic formations whose 7 still resists 
satisfactory explanation. 


421.| Inflection of yea, urea = Attic γῆ, μνᾶ". 
The following forms of the word γῆ occur :— 


(1) γαῖα, found in Homeric and Old Ionic γαῖαν Mimnerm. 
12), Kallinos 14. (2) yéa does not occur in any case of the 
singular, but is attested by γέαι Zeleia 113,, (shortly after 
Granikos), γέων Hdt. LV 198%, γέαις Mylasa, C. I. 6. 2693 Fg, 


” πρύμνη is found in the tragic poets and in Wasps 309. 

* See Merzdorf in Curtius’ Stud. IX 225, Schmidt, K. Z. XXV 146, XXXII 
349, Fick, B. B. XI 250, Bechtel, Ion. Inschr. p. 54, Wackernagel, K. Z. XXVII 
204, G. Meyer, Gramm. ἃ 126, Fritsch, V. H. D. το, 30, Johansson, B. B. XV 
183 ff. The last named scholar proposes to explain the interrelation of 
᾿Αθηναία and ’A@nva in the manner described above. 

* γέων ABR, γεῶν 6, γέῶν P, γαιῶν dz. 
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according to Le Bas, No. 414, γέας Chios 174 C 12 (fifth century), 
Halikarn. 240, (not much later than 400 8. c.), Mylasa 250, 
C. I. G. 2693 F 6 according to Le Bas, No. 414, Latyschev 
II 353, in an inscription from the Movo. x. βιβλ. quoted by 
Bechtel, p. 147, Olymos 251, and Le Bas 338 (both late), 
Zeleia 114 F, and in a fragment of Demokritos preserved by Clem. 
Alex. Strom. I p. 304 A. The nom. yéy is not found in any part 
of Ionic. (3) yf=ya in Doric, Eleian, Aiolic, Thessalian, 
Boiotian, ἧτο. and = δᾶ in Dorie, ζᾶ in Kyprian, occurs in Hat. 
I 193, Herakl. 21, 23 (Ὁ), 76 (Ὁ) in. Pherekydes of Syros in 
a fragment quoted by Diog. Laert.; in γῆς Herakl. 68, ef. 
§ 430; in Teian γῆι, 156 B ο, yn Herodas 2,5; in γῆν Herakl. 8, 
Hdt. I 30, Teos 156 A 6, Iasos 1045), Erythr. 204;,, Halik. 
29855/%4075 193 169 19» SC.» Amphip. 10,. 

μνέ[α] is a probable conjecture, Paros 62, μνῆς Herodas 770» 91, 
μνῆν Herodas 2,,, 5, μνέαι Hdt. II 168, VI 79, μνέων Hrd. 2..; 
μνέας Hdt. IIT 13, 89, μνέας Hrd. 790. μνᾶ is found in μνᾶς 
Hipponax 20,, Hrd. 5,,, Thasos in J. H. 8. VIII 402, 1. 10. 
μνέες 15 ἃ strange reading in the Syria Dea § 48. Cf. ἡμιμνήιον 
Paros 62, δίμνεως Hdt. V 77. 


The explanation of these forms is as follows :— 


yaa Ἐμνᾶ-ιᾶ Nom. *yafFuudi Ἐμνα-ιᾶ 


yqt μνῆηᾶ Gen. *yduas *uvdiuas (cf. Lokr. μναιαῖος). 


From γῆα, μνῆα, Ionic yéa, μνέᾶ may arise directly, and from gen. γᾶι-, the 
Old Ionic nom. γἄϊα; from μνᾶῆς"» μνἄιιῆς comes the Ionic nominative μνᾶ, 
contracted from *yvan (ef. Aava, from Δανά(ι)η, found in the Hekataian 
Aava, § 273). Attic ura is derived from ἔμνᾶα by a similar transference of 
the weak case-form into the nominative. Ionic γῆ is to be derived from ἔγήη, 
whose final ἡ is due to the influence of that of yaujs. yin became *yén by 
shortening of the first ἡ before the second 7. The former presence of F in 
the word for earth is probable, less certain in μνᾶ. 

In compounds we have yew- derived from yno-1; γαιο- (§ 211) from γᾶι- the 
weak case-form ; and γειο- from ynuo-. δίμνεως is derived from -pyno-, 


422.| Nominative Feminine in 7 after p and vowels 
(Inscriptions). 

Νικάνδρη Naxos 23, Oovpy Naxos 23, ᾿Αρισταγόρη Erythr. 206, 
C 38, one of the few Ionisms in 206, Μνησιδώρη Amorgos 39, 
Βιττάρη Priene, Mitth, XVI 291. Ὀλβίη is a form preserved 
till late imperial times (ὃ 173), Μιλησίη 99 Miletos, ‘Exaraiy 
Parion 115, Ἰωνίη Pantikap. 121, Κο]μοσαρύη Phanag. 167, Ἤρη 
Naukr. 447, 841 ff., ἱερῇ Pantikap. 123, Ephesos 150, time of 


1 γηοχέοντι Hdt. VII 190 is suspicious. Ionic yew- has forced its way into 
a Dorie poem of Theokr. I 13=V ΤΟΙ. 
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Hadrian, « ἱερε(ι)η, of. Hat. ἱρείη 1 175, V 72 (ὃ 177), Κλεα- 
γόρη Eretria, A. J. A. VIL 247 (No. 2), Ζωβίη abil. 249 (No. 20). 
Awpopéa Rob. I 29 (fifth century) is not Ionic. In Chian m- 
scriptions in Paspates’ Glossary: ᾿Αρτεμισίη 13, Σαμίη 13; τῷ 
Latyschev II: ᾿Ιτίη 97, Λειμείη p. 310; Ἱκεσίη Teos, Mitth. 
XVI 296. Attic -ιᾶ in Εὐ(π)ορία Pantik. 121, Kaoradia Phanag. 
168, &e. 


423.| Nominative Feminine in ἡ (Lyric Poets). 

Uncontracted -éy in adjectives is unusual even in -αλέη, 6. 7. 
᾿Αγχαλέη Hippon. 99, with which cf. ἀργαλέη Anakr. 43;, 
κερδαλέη Archil. 89, (-7 in Ammon. and An. Par.). ἀργυρέη is 
the correct form in Anakr. 33 according to Bergk, and Rossbach, 
Metrik TIL 567, ἀργυρῆ according to Hiller in the Anthologia 
Lyrica* No. 29; the latter form is correct. πορφυρέη Anakr. 25. 
Archil. 19, has συκῆ in an epigram (Renner τέ). 


424.| Nominative Feminine in 7 (Prose). 


Hdt. has σιδηρέη I 39, a form obsolete in the Ionic of the fifth 
century (see under Accus.). On ἀδελφή, see § 263, 1. κενεή in 
Aret. w46 is from xevefds. For διπλέη, in all MSS. of Hat. 
III 42, we must read διπλῆ, which occurs in Hippokrates 
(ὃ 263, 3, b). 


425.| Genitive Masculine. 


The form of the genitive in Ionic possesses a peculiar interest 
both from the variety of its formation and from the interrelation 
of vowels. -do is Homeric, Boiotian and in a few eases Kyprian, 
-α is Dorie and Aiolic, an ἃ which must have differed in pronun- 
ciation from that of τιμά. Homer’s -ew is generally diphthongal, 
and in Ionic the ὦ is without effect upon the accent. 


426. | 


The Ionic genitive according to the grammarians :—(1) -ew preceded by a 
consonant, ἀγκυλομήτεω An. Par. TV 86,,, Et. M. 114,, Et. Gud. 5,.; [Alveldew 
Et. Gud. 52) ;] “AArew Eust. 122525 (ef. schol. Nik. Alex. 8), the only instance 
in Homer of dissyllabie -ew. Read "Αλτα᾽, C having ἴΑλταο; ᾿Αρχίεω Greg. K. 
384, ᾿Ατρείδεω Hdn. I 408,,=An. Ox. IIT 228,,, Hdn, ΕΠ 313,, 314,=An. Ox. I 
3472 =An. Par. IIL 115, (Ἴωνες καὶ of ποιηταί), Hdn. 11 679.3, IL 267,)=An. Ox. 
I 157,=An. Par, IIL 338,, Hdn. 11 665,,=Choir. 1205,, An. Ox. IIT 221,9) 
Choir. 134;3, An. Ox. I 91,, 1 1932 (-éw), I 2485, ΤΙ 4049, Et. M. 15348, 53, Et. 
Gud. 519, 8330, Joh. Gr. 242, Greg. K. 385, Meerm. 655, Eust. 13 init., schol. 
Ven. A on B 461, O 2143 αὐλητέω Hdn. 1 408,,=An. Ox. IIT 228,9; Θαλέω 
Hdn. I 408,95; Καυσέω An. Ox. IIT 228,90; Κόμεω Hdn. IL 679.,, An. Ox. 2310, 
Choir. 1341; Λαέρτεω Joh. Gr. 242, Meerm. 655; Λαερτιάδεω Joh. Gr. 242 ; 
μύκεω Hdn. IL 679,=An. Ox, TIT 2314, Choir. 139,,, Bekk. An. 1399; Ξέρξεω 


‘ Bredow proposed διπλόη, a form found in Hippokr. III 186, 250. 


427.] A DECLENSION. 343 


Han. IT 313,=An. Ox. I 347,, = An. Par. III 115, (Ἴωνες καὶ of roinral), Joh. 
Gr. 239 B, cf. 242, Greg. K. 385, Vat. 695, Excerpt. Birnb. 6773 ᾽Ορέστεω 
Hdn. I 408,,=An. Ox. III 228,,, An. Ox. I 1932, 1 208. Ht. M. 15345, 50, Ht. 
Gud. 8309; Πέρσεω Joh. Gr. 239 B, ef. 242, Greg. K. 385, Vat. 695, Birnb. 677, ; 
Πηλείδεω Hdn. ΤΙ 267;)=An. Ox. 1 157,=An. Par. III 338,, An. Ox. I Ou, Ht. 
M. 15319, 1545, Et. Gud. 500, Eust. 13 init, Meerm. 655; Πηληιάδεω Hdn. II 
3145;=Am. Ox. I 34706 (cf. 346.7), An. Par. III 1159, 29933, Eust. 12 ad fin. 
Joh. Gr. 239 B, cf. 242, Greg. K. 385, Birnb. 6775; Πηλειάδεω (sic) Meerm. 655, 
Vat. 695 ; Πριαμίδεω Hdn. 11 314,=An. Ox. I 347,,;, Hdn. 11 6552, = Choir. 
1203), An. Ox. IT 404, An. Par. III 1155; τοξότεω Joh. Gr. 241 B. 

(2) Forms with a vowel preceding -ew: Aivelew Hdn.I 408.3, cf. An. Ox. 
III 2295, Hdn. If 665,;=Choir. 120,;, An. Ox. I 9,, (-éw), Et. M. 15349, Eust. 
13 init, Greg. K. 385; ᾿Ασίεω and ᾿Ασίω Hdn. I 52:5; I 408,9, II 243,,=Schol. 
BDLV on B 461, IT 4794, An. Ox. I 1932, I 203 (Aol), Et. M. 15345) 53) 154s 
Et. Gud. 8393, 27, schol. Ven. A on B 461, Greg. Kor. 385; Bopéew and Bopéw 
Hdn. IT 317,,=schol. V on H 238, cf. IL 705.3, An. Ox. I 20,, Et. M. 15356, 
Et. Gud. 833,, Eust. 44457, 994373 ‘Epuelew and Ἑρμείω Hdn. 1 408,,=An. Ox. 
IIT 228,,, An. Ox. I 20,, Et. M. 15355, 53, Ht. Gud. 8339, Eust. 13 init. 4442, 
schol. Ven. A on O 214, ‘Epuéw schol. Nik. Alex. 8; ἐνμμελίω Hdn. I 52,,, I 
408,;, II 243,,=schol. BDL V on B 461, II 479,;, Et. M. 1537) Et. Gud. 82, 


Eust. 44457. 


427. | Genitive Masculine (Inscriptions). 

The following list of inscriptional forms does not include nouns 
which are elsewhere declined in part according to the -es declen- 
sion, 6.5. “Apragép€evs Myl. 248 ABC τ, names in -πείθης, 
-φάνης, -άλκης, &e., which may be found § 527. Other cases of the 
admission of -eos or -evs have been inserted. Inscriptions whose 
date is quite doubtful have been omitted. The forms in -ἃ and 
-ov are not Ionic, and those in -eos, -evs are due to the influence 
of sigmatie stems which have affected the accusative as well as 
the genitive singular. On the -w forms, see below. The -ev 
forms are not yet satisfactorily explained. Bechtel (B. B. X 282) 
claims that this -ev is in reality an Ionic spelling for -εο (ef. 
§ 246) and that this -eo represents -ew by a change of -w to -o. 
The fact that no example of the change of final ew to εοὸ is 
known in Ionic or any other dialect, does not increase our 
sympathy for Bechtel’s explanation of ἐθεόρεον, θεοροί, &c.: that 
ev, which originally arose from final -ew, forced its way into a 
medial syllable. See § 287. Brugmann, Gr. Gr. δ 19, endeavours 
to account for -eo by assuming that the w of -ew became o under 
the influence of the final o in the ending of the O declension 


(1ποο). 


O44 


THE IONIC DIALECT. 


VICent. | 


EQ 


Δεινοδίκεω Naxos 23 
Λαμπσαγόρεω Amorgos 
ay) 


V Century 


IV Century 


Δυκκίδεω Rhegion 6 B 
Κ[ρ])ιτωνίδεω Paros 
epigr. 60 
᾿Ἑρμοκρατίδεω Abd. 1635 
᾿Απολλωνίδω  Halik. 
2381 
τιδεω Milet. 96, Rob. I 
136, ef. Kirch.* 26 
Μολπαγόρεω Abd. 1635 
Πρωτέω Abd. 16313 
Πυθέω 256, une. loc. 
@eixuiAwvelw]  Halik. 
238, 
[Μ]εγαβάτεω 
23844 
"H pay |épew Samos 213 
Φαναγόρεω Perinth. 233 
᾿Αρχαγόρεω Halik. 240 
CD 


Halk. 


*Aotw Chios 174 C 27 
᾿Αννικῶ Chios 174 C 13 
Πυθῷ Chios 174 D 4 
Avo Chios 174 D 17 
Παϊναμύω Halik. 238.» 
240 A IL 
Μικιννῷ Halik. 240 A 38 
᾿Αρχαγορῷ ibid. B 3 
Βρώλω Halik. Ditt. Syll. 
6 D 22 


ETS 


’Epuéw Amorg. 230 
Ἑ ρμέω Sam. 2203, (this 
form also Chios, 
Paspates 34) 
*Eputew Chios 180 
Ἐχεκρατίδεω Amorg. 
35 epigr., perhaps 
third cent. 
Μορμυθίδεω Milet. 92 
᾿Απολλωνίδεω Chios 176 
(and Paspates 43) 
Στρατωνίδεω Naukr. 
Bechtel, 139 C 
᾿ρακλείδεω Maron. 
19611 
Φάνεω Lasos 10411, 59 
Φάνεω Abdera 163), 
ἱππάρχεω Kyz. 111 
Σκύθεω Phanag. 164 
᾿Αθηνέω Maron. τούς 
᾿Απελλέω Maron. 196, 


εὐεργέτεω Myl. 248 Cg 


Ποίκεω Teos 1575 

᾿Ηγησαγόρεω Maron. 
1961 

Ἰ[σ]αγόρεω Kyz. 109 

Ἠραγόρεω Samos 218 


Νυμφηγέτεω Samos 219 
Pantikap., 


Μάν ε]ω 
Lat. IT 116 
᾿Ατώτεω ibid. IT 164 
Σπιθάμεω ibid. IL 381 
Ἑὐαλκίδεω ibid. II 1541 


Mavoaviw Abd. τόϑξ;ς; 


and Cat. Brit. Mus. 


Thrace II, No. 57 
Πακτύω Myl. 248 C 3, 
v3 


Ἡρακλείδευ[ 5] Keos 49 
Οὐλιάδευς Lasos 104, 
Φοινικίδευς Lasos 10457 
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Aeddeos Olyn. 9 Mevyéalasos104,,, | "Ap|xnyérevEryth.| Ἑρμίου Eryth. 
Παιρισάδεος Panti-| 5, 201, smaller 2040 
kap., Lat. II 9  ᾿Αμύντα Iasos 104] 5146, 1. 6 ᾿ΑἸντιαγόρου Kyz. 
217) 34 Tile@ed Eryth. Ill, 
Διονυτᾶ Tas. 10435 IEG, tek, UNS i136), 
᾿Αθηναγόρα Lasos ΝΟ TOs I, a 


10449 
Mavira Myl. 248 
C2 
[Καλλία C. 1. α. 
2121 Knidos 3) 
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EQ 


EY> 


III Century 


| Φιλωνίδεω Thasos 77 A 5 


᾿Αλκίδεω Th. 75 A 11 
Νικίδεω Th. 75 Β 1 
᾿Απολλωνίδεω Th. 78 B 
ὃ 
Λεωνίδεω Th. 78 C 13 
Kooul(d)ew Th. 79 
Πειραντίδεω Th. 80 
$A jotevidew Th. δὶ 
Ληΐδεω Th. 81 
Φρυνικίδεω Th. (L.) 7, 
Βραττίδεω Th. (L.) 7 B 
9; 105 
Εὐαλκίδεω Th. (L.) 319 
Θυωνίδεω Th. (L.) 45 
Νικίδεω Th. (L.) 89 
᾿Αλεξίδεω Th. (L.) Oi. 
Φιλιστίδεω Th. (L.) 1042, 
12 Bg 
᾿Αναξαγόρεω Th. 75 B 7 
Πυθαγόρεω Th. 78 A 6 
᾿Αθηναγόρεω Th. 79 (cf. 
Μανδραγόρεω Paspat. 
1, Chios) 
Ἡραγόρεω Th. (L.) 3, 
Beare ΤῊ {12} 


457 
Λεαγόρεω Th. (L.) 7 
Σημαγόρεω Th. (L.) ἃς 
Πρηξαγόρεω Th. (1..} τος 
Κυδραγόρεω ΤῊ. (L.) 12 
Bit 
Xdpuew Th. 75 B 3 
K |dvvew Th. 80 
᾿Αριστέω Th. 81 B το 
Θαλέω Eryth. 206 B 46 
Bedavpew Th. (L.) 35 
Τηλεφάνεω Th. 54 
Πρόκεω Th. 1049 
᾿Αγίεω Olbia 131,, (III 
ΟἿΣ 


II Century and later 


Μηδίκεω Kyz. 108 Bt. 

Xdpuew Teos 160 

Πόρκεω Maron. 195. 

ἱππάρχεω Kyzik. Mitth. 
X 202. 

dapydk.@ Lat. ΤΙ 299 
(late epigr. with 
Dorie forms) 

Zevéew Eretria, Ἔφημ. 
ἀρχ. 1887, 83 ff. 


Μενώνδω 
Χαιρίω 


Eretria, 


Ἔφημ. apx. 
1887, 83 ff. 


[‘H]yn[rolpi(S)evs Tha- 
sos 77 A 14 

Aeddevs Th. 77 BZ 

᾿Αμφικλείδευς Th. 77 B 

10 

᾿Αριστείδευς Th. 77 B14 

Θεοτιμίδευς Th. 81 Β 14 

Φασιη(ρ)ίδευς ΤῊ. 82A 6, 
Th. (L.) 6 Br 

Θρασωνίδευς Th. 82 A 13 

᾿Αγλαΐδευς Th. 82 B 12 

᾿Ονομασικλείδευς ‘Th. 
(L.) 6 C 11 

Ato! σἸκουρίδευς Th. (L.) 
ir τὰ 

᾿Αλκιάδευς Th. (L.) 12 
C6 

Mvadd[elvs Th. (L.) 1310 

Ἱππαγόρευς Th.(L.) 3 B2 

Πυ]θαγόρευς Th. 81 

Avoorydpevs Th. (L.) 11 
A 6, τὸ τὸ 

Νικαγόρευς Th. (L.) 12 
A 6 


Παγγήθευς Th. (L 6 ΟΥ 
Δημεῦς Th. (L.) 11 A 3 
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EOS A EY OY 
:Aewrl5[€]os Tha- XaipéaThasos(L.) | ᾿Αριστεῦ Eryth. Ἑρμοῦ Eryth. 206 
Sos 73 14 A 6 206 B 9g B 43 
Ζεφυρίδεος ΤῊ. (L.) | Mela Th. (L.) 14 ᾿Ακεσ]τεῦ Eryth. Φαναγόρου Eryth. 
2 Α 12 206 Α 33 206 Β 56 
᾿Απολλᾶ, Κλεαν- Πυθεῦ Eryth. 206 Πυθέου Eryth. 206 
δρίδα Tasos, J. Ceres ean C15 
HS. EX 341, Smyrna 153,; Καλλίου Eryth. 
No. 2 206 C 20 


᾿Ανδρία Delos 562, 
Χειρέα Th. (L.) 15 
Ag 

᾿Αρκεσίλα Th. (L.) 
18 C12 
᾿Αναξίλα Th. (L.) 
20 A I5 


᾿Ασκληπιάδου Paros 


67 


Πυθέου Delos 56,, 
Προκλείδου Ο.1. G. 


3105 Teos 


ἙἝἙρμαγόρου Pharos 


87 


Ἑρμοῦ Teos 158.» 


a 
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The above tabulation shows that -ew holds its own until the 
fourth century. At this period its supremacy was attacked by 
other forms of Ionic complexion, as -w, -ev, -evs. The last men- 
tioned form is due to the desire to give an Ionic stamp to -εος, 
which had made its way in from Attic. On the other hand the 
purely Attic forms in -ov gradually gain power. That so few 
examples of -ov appear under the head of the third and following 
centuries is due to the fact that only such inscriptions as contain 
any trace of Jonism however slight have been taken into 
account. By the end of the third century -ew is practically 
dead. The ending -ἃ is non-Ionic and in place on inscriptions 
in the names of Dorians only. 


C.I. A. II 4, B 19 (about 400 B.c.), the only Attic inscription showing a 
form in -ew, contains a list of banished Thasiotes. The Rhodian Sapiddevs is 
due to the influence exercised by Ionic upon the native dialect. The Ionic 
Σαμιάδης (for -δᾶς) occurs C. 1, G. 2534. 

Φάνους, read by Prof. Gardner on an electrum stater, Rob. I p. 177, cannot 
be correct. If not Φάνητος, the Ionic form of the seventh century would be 
Φάνεω. 


428.| Genitive Masculine (Lyric Poets). 

The genuine Ionic poetical form is -ew, which in the lyric poets, 
as in Hesiod, must always? be read as one syllable (even when a 
short vowel precedes), except when -ew is reduced from -cew. 
Besides ew we meet with (2) the epic (Aiolic) -do, (3) the Doric 
-é only in the Megarian Theognis, and (4) a few cases of Attic 
-ov which must give place to -em in case the poet is of Ionic 
stock. In the late parts of Theognis this -ov may be defended. 


1. €@. 
A. lambographic Poets. 


Archilochos: Γύγεω 25, μύκεω 47 (trim.), cf. § 438, τ, “Ape 
48 trim., Λεπτίνεῳ 70 tetr.; on Σελληΐδεω, cf. Bergk on No. 104 
and § 233. Λυκάμβεω 28 is merely a conjecture of Elmsley. 
The MSS. have Λυκάμβεος, cf. § 531, II 2. 

Hipponax : ᾿Αττάλεω 15), Γύγεω 15, trim., δεσπότεω 64, μολο- 
Apitew 77 for the incorrect μολοβρίτου of Eustathios. 

Herodas; Αἴ]δεω 15,, γραμματίστεω 34, Μύττεω() 4:.ν ᾿Απελλέω 
4:3» παντοέρκτεω 5,., βυρσοδέψεω ὅ,;, and so ᾿Ακέσεῳ 23,1: probably 
-ew is reduced from -eew in Πυθέω 1,,. The only exception to 
the rule stated at the head of this section is presented by Πρηξι- 
TEAEW 455 (οἱ Π. παῖδες), which is a contaminated form. 


ἡ On the exception Πρηξιτέλεω Herodas 4,,, see under 1 A below. Φαρνάκεω 


is also an exception in Latyschev II 299, a very late epigram. Here the open 
-ew Was a necessity. 
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B. Llegiac Poets. 

Tyrtaios: Mide@ 125, Κινύρεω 12,, Tavradidew 12,,. 

Theognis: Αἰολίδεω 702, ᾿Αἴδεω 703, 802, 1124, Bopew 716. 

Solon : ᾿Αἴδεω 24, and πολυτέχνεω 13,,. The recurrence in 
Solon of the Ionic elegiae form ought to guard us against sub- 
stitutinge therefor the Attic forms. Anakreon too has ° Aide 43, 
(melic) and Alyetdew 99 (eleg.). 

Phokylides: 1 Φωκυλίδεω Bergk, as elsewhere, v./. -(S0v; 3 
Φωκυλίδεω, Stobaios -ίδου, 4 ΤΣ ται Stob. Ἐς 5 vulgo -ίδου, 
6 -ἴδεω. 

Σμερδίεω (-- οὖ -- occurs in the pseudo-Simonideian epigram 
Zod: 

2. -do, an imitation of epic usage, cf. § 446, 3: ᾿Αΐδαο Theog. 
244,427,906. Αἴηταο Mimn. 11;. Πίσαο Xenoph. 25, 2.1: 


Ainrao, the only example of -ao from an older poet of Ionic birth, is, how- 
ever, not to be suspected because the verse immediately preceding has been 
lost. Αἰήτεω τε πόλιν is therefore an otiose conjecture. τελέων in the same 
fragment is an exception to the tendency to contraction. In the MSS. we 
often meet with -ao as v.1., 6. ᾳ. Tyrt. 12,. 


3. Doric -ἃ in Theognis: Εὐρώτα 785, 1088. 

4. Attic -οὐ (Ὁ). 

Archilochos 1 is said by Eust. Il. 518,, to have used the genitive 
“Apov “Kar ᾿Ιάδα διάλεκτον. This is scarcely correct, and Bergk 
reads “Apew (frag. 48), though he does not change μολοβρίτου 
Hipponax 77. Phokylides’ name appears as Φωκυλίδου in MSS. 
of Stobaios and Strabo (see above on -ew). ov often occurs 
as v./., e.g. Theog. 702. In 1014 the pseudo-Theognis has ᾿Αἴδου. 
This form was not possible in the elegy before the rise of Attic 
poetry. 


429.] Genitive Masculine (Prose). 

I. -ew from nominatives in -ns preceded by (a) a consonant or 
(2) any vowel except. Examples: (a) Η αὖ. ᾿Ισαγόρεω, Λευτυχίδεω, 
᾿Αρταβάτεω, Κρητίνεω, Μάνεω, Κανδαύλεω, ᾿Αμύντεω (cf. ᾿Αμύντα 
§ 427), ᾿Επιάλτεω, Ξέρξεω; Hippokr. ᾿Ανταγόρεω 11 664, but 
᾿Αγλαΐδου same page, Φρυνιχίδεω IT 704, Οἰκέτεω II] 60; Demokr. 
᾿Αἴδεω Mor. 54; Uerakleitos Tevrduew; Xanthos ᾿Αλυάττεω, 
Σαδυάττεω, cf. Miller, & H. G.I p. 406; Pherekydes of Leros 
Βρόντεω, Στερόπεω, eee "6, Αἰήτεω 60. Lukian uses no other 
form except -ew, while Arrian in the Jadiké, and Eusebios 


1 Greg. Kor. 611 is corrupt: Αἰακίδαο yap ᾿Ιωνικῶς καὶ Αἰακίδεω ᾿Αττικῶς. The 
more accurate grammarians thought that the Homeric -ao was either Aiolic¢ 
or Boiotian, but Tzetz. Ex. Il. 117,, opines that ἑκατηβελέταο is Ionic, -ew 
Attic. 


΄ 
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Myndios are not so conservative in following Ionic usage. The 
Vita Homeri has -ew throughout (6, 17, 38). Even in the sup- 
posititious letter of Pittakos to Kroisos (Diog. L. I 81) we find, 
together with Aiolisms, ᾿Αλυάττεω. 


(6) After ει: Hat. venview, Παυσανίεω, ᾿Ασίεω, Λυδίεω ; Uranios 
12, koyAlew, cf. ᾿Ερμίεω in Chios and Bechtel, lon. Inschr. p. 109. 

After v: Hdt. Mapovew, Πακτύεω, Tpwrodvew. 

After ὦ: Hdt. Κώεω. 

After αἱ: Hdt. ᾿Αρταχαίεω. 

After εἰ : Αἰνείεω Menekrates apud Dion. Halik. p. 77 (Jac.). 

After ev: Hdt. ᾿Αλεύεω. 


2. If, however, the ns of the nominative was preceded by e, 
ecm in the genitive is avoided by the hyphaeresis of one e (or, 
what is practically the same thing, by the contraction of ew to ) 
in order to escape the hiatust. In confirmation of this explana- 
tion, which was adopted by the ancients*, the following forms are 
cited from Hdt.: ᾿Αριστέω, ᾿Ανδρέω, Πυθέω (found in Herodas), 
βορέω, “Epyéw ; βορέω from Hekat. 67; ‘Epuéw from Lukian, 
Syr. ὦ. 38 Astr. 20, Euseb. Mynd. 63, cf. Homeric ‘Eppeio, 
βορέω ; ‘Eppém hymn Herm. 413, Aphr.149. In § 263, 3 it is 
shown that the nom. of these nouns in the fifth century was not 
-ens, as is generally assumed, but -7js. No form in -eew is per- 
missible. Dindorf’s Bopéew is a creature of his imagination 
deriving no support from the statement made in An. Ox. I 
20,, &e. 

if; with these Herodoteian forms cited in 1 a and 2, we com- 
pare those known to us from inscriptions, certain noteworthy 
differences come to light. Whereas Hdt. has Παυσανίεω VIII 3, 
the inscriptional form is Παυσανίω, and whereas Hdt. has Πακ- 
τύεω 1 158, the Mylasian document has Πακτύω. From the fifth 
century there is a considerable number of inscriptions which place 
the termination -w from -ew<-eew after consonants, dota, and 
upsiton beyond peradventure, whereas in the text of Hdt. there 
is no instance of the contraction of -ew derived from -eew. That 
the inscriptions in no wise impeach the validity of the Herodo- 
telan -ew, is clear from ’Aciew and Πυθέω. Between Πυθέω and 
Πυθῶ there can be no radical difference. The -ὦ form, so far 
from being a distinct grammatical innovation designed to dis- 
lodge the older form in -ew, is probably nothing more than a 
difference of writing to express more exactly the pronunciation. 
In fact the extent of the pronunciation of -ew as -w in the speech 


1 Cf. Bennett’s Cyprian Dialect, p. 29. When ee is followed by a vowel, 

hyphaeresis of one ε never takes place in case ee was originally separated by 
Cf. Schmidt’s Neutra, p. 323 note. 

23 Eust. 1]. 99457 τὸ δὲ Bopéw Ἰωνικόν ἐστι, συγκοπὲν ἐκ τοῦ Bopéew. Cf. ὃ 426, 2. 
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of the people eludes observation; but it was no doubt more 
widely diffused than might be inferred from our texts. We 
have already noticed (ᾧ 428) that a dissyllabic -ew is not found 
in any genuine fragment of older Ionic lyrical poetry. 

It has been held! that the Homeric forms Αἰνείω E 534, 
ἐὐμμελίω A 47, 165, Z 4497, and the inscriptional ’Aciw, Πανα- 
μύω, ΠΠακτύω, &e., warrant our formulating the rule that whenever 
-e@ is preceded by any vowel (not merely by ε) it becomes -o. 
So long however as we have ᾿Ερμίεω and ’Ayiew in the stone 
records, it is futile to maintain that the numerous instances of 
-ew after. and v represent the efforts of the grammarians and 
copyists to foist upon Ionic prose a form foreign to the idiom of 
the dialect. 


In Attic literature -ew occurs only in the ease of an Ionic name or in that 
of a name which passed into Attic through an Ionic source. EL. 9. Θαλέω 
Plato Rep. X 600 A, Thpew, Πυθέω Thuk. II 29, Καμβύσεω Xen. Kyrop. I 2, 1 
(-ov Dind.). 

The tendency to introduce Homeric forms into the text of Herodotos 
appears in Γηρυόναο in the Romanus, IV 8. 

Attic του appears in βορέου" III 102 (0), IV 51 in R (and so in Arrian 
Ind. 2) in Μαρσύου VII 26 and ᾿Αριστέου IV 15. Stein follows the MSS. in 
editing Κυνέου VI 101. In VIII 11 4 Bsv have Αἰσχραίου (adopted by Stein) 
the rest Aicxpéov. 

Occasionally the MSS. of Hdt. have -eos by transference to the -es declen- 
sion, e.g. Σιτάλκεος LV 80, where Stein reads -ew with P, ’Ordveos III 71, 84, 88, 
144. ᾿Αστυάγεος is the regular form in Hdt. Ὑστάνης is inflected according to 
the consonantal declension though Ὀτάνης, &c., have also forms of the A 
declension. 


430.| Genitive Feminine (Inscriptions). 

The genitive feminine has -ns after p (Σέρρης Hdn. I 371,): 
Ἥρης Samos 226,, Naukr. Bechtel 237. In fact the form Ἥρης 
was kept in the language of dedications long after it had dis- 
appeared from the speech of the people. Thus the Samian “Hpys 
226, dates from the time of Augustus or Tiberius*. Cf. δὲ 172, 
173. The Attic Ἥρας occurs in Samos 2205, (346-45 B.C.), 22, 
(322 B.c.), Ἥρας Τελείας Erythr. 206 C 15 (after 278 B.c.). See 
Head, H. N. 517. 

After u: δασείης Zeleia 114 E 4, Μητροβίης Latyschev 11 248, 
ef. p. 306, [Θεοδο]σίης ibid. II 8, yepovgins Ephesos (Wood’s 


1 So Erman in Curtius’ Stud. V 294 ff., Fritsch, Stud. VI 126. This is also 
the view of Kirchhoff. ; 

2 *agly AD and Aristarchos in B 461, added to this list, is now often read 
᾿Ασίῳ asin C. See Leaf ad loc. 

8 Of. C.I.A. 1 3219, and Hesychios s.v. Boppod, Hdn. Il 649,;. ‘ 

* Genitives in -pys occur in a very late period of Ionic, e.g κοσμητείρης in 
C. I. 6. 3002, and in Wood, Discoveries, App. 8, No. 14. Even in the MSS. of 
the New Testament such forms as omelpys, μαχαίρης appear. See § 173, foot- 
note. 


΄ 
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Discoveries, App. 6, No. 19, 302 B.C.); of the same period προθυ- 
pins 1.0. No. 21. Quite late forms are ἱππωνίης Kyzik. 108 B, 
(first century), Μαιανδρίης Kyz. 112 (first century), Λυκίης Corp. 
Inser. Sem. 1, No. 45, pl. 8. Of Attic provenance are Προξενίας 
No. 261, ὑγείας 129,, Olbia (period of the empire). 

After v: Καμασαρύης Latyschev II τος. 

The Ionic genitive is γῆς, e.g. Herodas 1;,, Halik. 238,,, Teos 
156 B 22, inscriptions free from all trace of Atticism ; also 264 
adesp. See § 421. γαίης in Latyschev II 37 (epigram) is the 


epic form. 


431.| Genitive Feminine (Lyric Poets). 


-ens is regularly contracted in the earlier period of the Ionic 
lyric: πορφυρῆς Sim. Am. 115; γαλῆς 759, χρυσῆς Mimn. 1, Theog. 
1293, 1381, as in Homer (Renner -és), ῥοδῆς Archil. 29, (tr.), 
συκέης Anan, 5, (tetr.). Open ey is found in dpyadéns Solon 4:9 
(elege.), adjectives in -adeos often remaining uncontracted. 


432.| Genitive Feminine (Prose). 


Herodotos has σιδηρέης I 38, 39, for which the contracted form 
should be read. Open en occurs in Teyéns VI 105, Ovpens I 82. 
When F disappears between en, contraction does not result, ὁ. 9. 
Hdt. νέης I 60, Aretaios 170 xevens. In adjectives in -vs we 
have -ens, e.g. θηλέης Hdt. 11 35. 


433.| Dative (Inscriptions). 


The dative of the A declension has in Ionic three endings, τῆι, 
-y, -et. The occurrences of -ἢ and -e. are rare. 
1. The ending -ηι. 


We find after p and vowels in every Ionic inscription from 
the earliest to the latest times, whether in pure dialect or tainted 
with Atticisms (ὁ. ψ. Eph. 147) except (1) in the specific cases of -n 
and -e. mentioned below, and (2) in the few instances of -αἱ which 
are given below in the note. Even in late imperial times -ῆι 
occurs, 6. 9. Εἰλειθυίηι Paros 66. 


Cases of -a: in the dative singular. ᾿Αμύνται 8 A 2 Olynthos is not an 
Tonism. δημοσίαι 261 (of the fifth century) is an Attic inscription except for 
Πυθαγόρην (8 415, 1), cf. δημοσίηι Mylasa 248 B 11; so also ἰδίαι 72, Thasos 
(third century), εὐνοίαι Eph. 147,, an inscription almost Hellenistic, the only 
Tonisms being χρυσέωι 10; and [ἐφ᾽ fone] καὶ ὁμοίηι γ15. ef. Samos 221,, where this 
formula recurs. Other Atticisms are *Ayporépo 165; Phanagoreia (latter half 
of fourth century, cf. Θευδοσίης, 1. 4), ᾿Αστάραι Phanag. 167, Θεᾶι Swrelpar Keos 
52 (Roman period), Ὑγεία Paros 67 (time of the empire), Ἑρμίαι Eryth. 204,, 
(not much before 345-44 B.c.). Ἕρμῆι is always the dative of Ἑρμῆς, 9.9. 
Zeleia 162, Lampsak. 171. No case of -a occurs before 350 Β. Ο. 
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2. The ending -ἡ. 

The oldest example of the expulsion of iota adseriptum is Μάνη 
Kyzikos 108 A, an inscription of the sixth century. The later 
copy (108 B), dating from the first century 8. c., has also M[d]vn. 
Next comes αὐτῇ Chios B 175,, an epigram of the fifth century, 
and then τῇ βουλῆ Erythrai 199 (after 394 B.c.), an inscription 
which preserves wi throughout; ἐ]μ Μαλυείη in 201, another 
Erythraian inscription of the fourth century (early part)!; Mylasa 
248 C 15 (355-54 B.C.) δημοσίη ; Zeleia 113,, τῆ πόλει (shortly 
after Granikos); τῇ βουλῆ Priene (territory of the Πανιώνιον) 
144, (middle of the fourth century), From the Roman period 
we have Οἰκιστῆ and Πυθίη Miletos 101. The latter form occurs 
also in C. I. G. 2885 and B.C. H.1 287; ἀ[γ]αθῆ [τύ]χη Olbia 
129,, Προστάτη 129, (period of the empire). In imperial times 
-HI and -H, not -EI, occur on Attic inscriptions. 

3. The ending -e.. 

The ending -n is often written EI in Attic after the year 380 
B.C. EI prevails after 300 B.c., decreases from 200 on and 
ceases entirely with 30 B.c. (Meisterhans, p. 30 ff.). We find 
the following examples of this orthography in Euboian Ionic: 
éxatépEI rEI wéAEI Eretria 15, (between 410 and 390); στήλΕ!] 
Eretria 15,,7.. TEI θυσίε! Oropos 18,, (from 411-402 8. Ο. or 
between the Peace of Antalkidas and 377); id/EI Oropos 18,,. 

-e. is thus substituted for -y. in the dative about the beginning 
of the fourth century. 

δυνάμει Teos 156 B 32 is a locative, all the datives in this inscription ending 
in -m. The subjunctives have -εἰ, which is not from -m, ef. § 239. 

In Oropos, No. 18 the subjunctive termination is -e: throughout. In 
Olynthos -y: is not affected. In Amphipolis 10 - is the dative form, -ει 
the subjunctive ending. 

The Kymaian inscription Rob. No. 173 has EI in the subj. κλέψηι; and in 
Becht. 3 A=Rob. 177 A we have TEI κλίνει, which we transcribe with m. 
Cf. κλίνηι Keos 42ς- 


4. It is noticeable that, whereas in Attic -e gains ground 
towards the end of the fourth century B.c., in those inscriptions 
from the Kyklades and the Ionic mainland of Asia Minor which 
show Attic influence (notably Eph. 147, 3co B.c.) there is no 
trace of a dative in -e*, As far as Jonic is concerned, the 
weakening of -ην to -εἰ in the dative is restricted to Euboian 
Jonic. In other Ionic regions we find εἰ from medial ηι; see § 235. 


1 An I, found upon the stone after the H, is held by Bechtel to be a break 


in the marble. 

2 The EYs of No. τό (Eretria) are not to be counted, since -a1, not -οι, is 
found in the datives. 

3 But cf. 8. C. H. VI 6 fi. (=Bechtel, No. 56), a Delian inscription (185-180 
Β. 0.), which has ἡ and εἰ, e.g. τῆ 1. 6, 7, ret 1. 2, 27 5 πέμπτη(ι) 1. 61 ; τρίτη Ὁ) 
1. 62. 

Aa 
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Dubois suggests T#]per Παλ[αἼιεῖς for IPBTTAAIA B. C. H. VI, p. 190 
(Amorgos). This is quite improbable. Cf. Ἥρηι Paros 65, Samos 223. 


434.| Dative Singular (Lyric Poets). 

The open -εῇ is found only in κυνέῃ Tyrt. 113, which is an 
Homeric reminiscence. 7 was contracted in the earliest period 
of the Ionic lyric. Scriptio plena occurs in σφαίρῃ πορφυρέῃ 
Anakr. 141. 


435.| Dative Singular (Prose). 

The genuine contemporary form occasionally comes to light 
in the MSS. of Hadt., e.g. κυνῇ IV 180, where Stein’s κυνέῃ is 
entirely unsupported. But βορέῃ V 33, VI 139 is without». 2. ; 
so too δωρεῇ III 130, yeven I 3, 35. vf is adduced from the 
Σαμίων Spo. by Hdn. ΤΙ 912, (nom. νῆΞε νέα). A crude hyper- 
Tonism is ἡμερέῃ in Abydenos 1. 

Some MSS. of Hdt. have -ei by transference to the -es de- 
clension, e.g. Κυαξάρεϊ I 73, 74, cf. -η 116. ᾿Αστυάγεϊ, or -et, is 
the regular form in the MSS., 6.9. 1 74, 119, 129. 


436.| Accusative Singular Masculine (Inscriptions). 

1. Masculine in -nv, e.g. ᾿Αρισταγόρην Mykon. 92,,, Πυθαγόρην 
261, name of a Salymbrian on an Attic monument (cf. ὃ 415, I 
note), παλαίστρην Naukr. Bechtel 139 C. Attic forms are Νικ- 
aydpav Eph. 147, 8 (300 B.c.), ᾿Αμύνταν 8 A 5, not an Ionian; 
‘Ep |uiav Erythr. 204, (345-44 B.C.) is the earliest instance of the 
admission of the Attic form. 


437.] Accusative Singular Masculine (Lyric Poets). 
“Ἑρμῆν Hipponax 32 is the regular post-Homeric form im all 
branches of Ionic. Βορέην in Tyrt. 12, is the Homeric form. 


438.] Accusative Singular Masculine (Prose). 

1. Hdt. has βορῆν in all MSS.16, 174, III. 97, IV 31, VII 189, 
201. Elsewhere there is fluctuation between βορέην and βορῆν 
(II 101, IV 22, 116) or all MSS. have βορέην. The latter is the 
form found in Lukian, Syr. d. 28. The correct form is βορῆν 
though rejected by Bredow, Stein, and Holder. Ἑρμῆν is found 
inall MSS. V 7. μύκην is Hekataian, cf. μύκεω in Archil., ὃ 428. 
See $545. 

2. The overreaching character of the -es stems is manifest in 
the declension of proper names of the A declension, whose 
genitives and datives in Herodotos end regularly in -ew, -n, but 
whose accusative have -ea!, In the attack upon the A de- 


1 These accusatives in -ea are frequently called Ionic by the grammarians. 
Apoll. Adv. p. τοῖς (Schn.) cites Ξέρξεα, Πολυδέκτεα (not in Hdt.), Γύγεα. Cf. 
Hdn. If 835.;=Choir. 866,,; (cf. Choir. 561,), 601;, 860). Ἐέρξεα is usually 
selected as the example. Cf. An. Ox. IV 2115) and IV 363.,, An. Par. IV 23252, 
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clension, the accusative appears to have offered the first. avenue 
of approach, the genitive the second. 

Some of the examples of the accusative in -ea may here be 
given, while the reader is referred to Bredow, pp. 225 ff., for a 
complete list of the forms in question. I give merely those cases 
where Stein has adopted the accusative in -εαὖ : (1) names in -δης: 
Acorvx idea VI 65, 73, 85; Ἱπποκλείδεα VI 129; Μιλτιάδεα VI 
35» 37 518, 39, 135, 136 bis: (2) names in -yopns: ᾿Αρισταγόρεα 
V 32, 33, 65, but ’Apioraydpyv V 35 bis, 37: Srnoaydpea VI 38; 
Avoaydpea VI 133: (3) other names: Μιτροβάτεα III 120 bis, 
126, 127, but EvpoBarnv IX 75; Τύγεα I 10, 11, but Γύγην I 8, 
15: Advarrea I 73, 74, III 48; Κανδαύλεα I το, 11, 12; ᾿Αράξεα 
I 205, 209, 211, IIT 36, but ᾿Αράξην IV 11; Ξέρξεα IV 43, 
VII 4, 38, 46, but Eépénv VII 5, 6 bis, 12, 17 ter, 27, 56, 
118, 120, 130, 145, 208, 210, 223, VIII 22, 25, 69, 110, 113, 
114, 118 dis, 119, IX 1, 116 bis; ᾿Αρτοξέρξεα (sic) VII 151 dvs, 
152; Πέρσην VIII 3, 108, 109, and throughout ; Δηιόκεα I 96; 
Καμβύσεα III τ bis, 2 bis, 3, 10, 15, 31, 32, 34, 44, 62, 64, 66, 
733; Ὀροίτεα IIT 120, 121, 124, 125, &c.; Σανδώκεα VII 196; 
Papvovxea VII 88 (Arrian’s Anad. has -xnv) ; ᾿Επιάλτεα VII 213, 
but ᾿Βπιάλτην VII 218 bis, as VII 214; Ὀτάνεα III 141, V 25, 
VI 43, VII 61, but ᾽Οτάνην III 76; ’Aorvdyea is the regular 
form in Hat. 

In the pseudo-Ionists these accusatives in -ea in proper names 
oceur, ¢.g.”Arrea Lukian, Syr. d. 15, but ἤΑττην Ikarom, 27; in 
Arrian Ὕδάσπεα 319) 194, Ὑδραώτεα 345, Γάγγεα 45. 

The presence of this metaplastic form in proper names gave 
rise to the view among the hyper-Ionizing scholars that even in 
appellatives this -ea was permissible. We find δεσπότεα Hat. 2 
1 οι, ΙΝ 43, IIT 1 (-nv in &), VII 88 (-nv PA), and in Lukian, 
Syr. ὦ. 25. δεσπότην is found in all MSS. I 212, III 134, IV 
136. ἀκινάκεα is found in III 118, but ἀκινάκην VII 54, a 
reading rightly adopted by Stein. The same editor rejects 
κυβερνήτεα the reading of & in VIII 118, a form adopted by 
Bredow and Kriiger. In these common nouns the activity of 
the μεταγραψάμενοι does not seem to have extended much beyond 
the expulsion of -nv from the accusative. But that they tampered 
with other case-forms appears from ἀκινάκεος in all MSS. 1V 62. 
The Aldine edition has ἀκινάκεϊ in the same chapter. 


439.| Accusative Feminine (Inscriptions). 
1. Accus. In -nv. 


Et. M. 386,,, Bust. 19469, CAorudyea). Sometimes the form is mentioned with- 
out being specially referred to Ionic, e.g. Bekk. An. II. 967,53. 
1 Stein as a rule adopts -ν where Bredow prefers -ea. 
2 For Brugmann’s purpose (Grundr. II ὃ 395) this form may be regarded 
as genuine. 
Aa2 
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A. ἡ after p and ε in zpoedpinv? Erythr. 199;, 20219, 2037, 
Tasos 105,,, J- 1]. 8. 1X 341, No. 2 (elsewhere Attic a), Zeleia 
114 ABCE; ἐερήν Naukr. 753; ὀλιγαρχίην Thasos J. H. 8. VIII 
402, 20, διαδικασίην Zeleia 11345, οἰκίην Keos 43,,, Halik. 240,,, 
ἐφηβίην Paros 67, πατριήν Iasos J. H. 8. 1X 341, No. 3 (from 
the third century), ἐπαρήν Teos 156 B 30; πάτρην Thasos 7210; 
ξυλοπωλίην Teos Mitth. XVI 292, and in the forms found in 
the epigrams preserved in Latyschev II (βίην 167, ἡλικίην, 
θαλερήν 171). Νικᾶν Paros 72, is from Nixa < Νικάη, cf. § 273. 


Attic forms : SaavGplay 261, an Attic sepulchral monument to Pythagorés 
of Salymbria and dating from the fifth century. πολιτείαν Zeleia 114 A BC 
(shortly after Granikos), Iasos J. H. S. IX 341, No. 3, Samos 22197 (322 B.C.), 
Eph. 147; (300 B.C.); προ]θυμίαν Samos 221g; flepnrelay Eryth. 206 A 17 
(after 278 B.C.) 3 παιδείαν Teos 1585, (very late). 


B. After ε in adjectives denoting material, and in nouns. 

It is a significant feature of the dialect that «+7 is always 
contracted, whereas cot, ew are retained, at least in the official 
language, till after Christ. Examples are χαλκῆν Eryth. 19914 
(after 394 B.C.), 2021. (about 350 B.C.); χρυ]σῆν has been restored 
upon an epigram Keos 41. 

In nouns ¢+7 is contracted : κωλῆν Miletos 100,. γενεήν Paros 
59 epigr. is poetical. 

2. Accus, in -ἄν. 


A. From nouns in -ἃ (pan-Hellenic, οἵ. § 418). θάλασσαν 
Teos 156 A το (Ol. 76-77), Halik. 240,, (fifth century), Eryth. 
20447 (345-44 B.C.) ; ἔρευναν Mylasa 248 C 9 (355-54 B.C.) ; γλῶσ- 
σαν Mil. 100,; μοῖραν in No. 265 adesp., before Ol. 80 probably, 
in honour of “HyéAoxos, an Ionian from Euboia or the Kyklades ; 
᾿Ἑρμώνοσσαν Chios 172 A 2 15-- Ἑρμώνασσαν, the o of the penult 
being due to assimilation. 


Attic forms : εὔνοιαν Samos 221, (322 8. 6.), cf. § 178. ἀτέλειαν is the regular 
form in Ionic inscriptions : Zeleia 114 A BCDE (after Granikos), Ephes. 1473 
(300 8. 0.), Tasos 105 (late), J. H. 5. IX 341, 2, 3 and 4, Eryth. 199, (after 394 
B. C.), 2029 (about 350 B.c.?) despite dre(A)elny Kyzik. τοῦ B 3 (first cent.). 


Cf. § 175. 
B. From adjectives in -vs, fem. -εἰα (Pan-Hellenic) we have 
δασέαν Miletos 100,, cf. δὲ 219, 419, 441. 


440.] Accusative Feminine (Lyric Poets). 

ἡμέρην occurs in Hipp. 32. Open en is found in κυνέην Tyrt. 
11,5, the Homeric form, as γενεήν Solon 27,,, epigr. Paros 59. 
συκῆν is found in Hipponax 34, κωλῆν Xenoph. 5 (Renner -ἔην). 


1 The ἡ of προεδρίη holds its ground when that of other words has sue- 
cumbed to the Attic a. 
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χαλκέην is found in Herodas III, χρυσῆν in Phoinix of Kolophon 
apud Athen. 495 E. From ἀθρόος we have ἀθρόην Archil. 35. 

441.] Accusative Feminine (Prose). 

1, Herodotos has in all MSS. κυνέην I 84, II 151, 152, 162, 
συκέην 1 193, LV 23, χαλκέην II 151, χρυσέην I 52. For λεοντέην 
IV 8, as is edited by Stein, most of the MSS. have λεοντῆν, R 
λεοντήν. In this reading we have an indication of the genuine 
form of the fifth century which is supported by διπλῆν V go 
(all MSS.1) despite διπλέη III 42 in all MSS. Cf § 263, 3. 
διπλῆν is found K 134, τ 226. 

Open ey occurs in δωρεήν IL 140, III 84, 97; ἰδέην I 80, 
IV 109; Μαλέην IV 179, VII 168, Ῥέην Lukian, Syr. ὦ. 15. 

When F disappeared e7 remained open: 6. 7. στερεήν Hat. I 52. 

2. Accus. in -dy from nom. in -ἃ (ὃ 418). 

With εὔνοιαν (δ 439 2, A) we may compare the Herodoteian 
form, which, although the nom. is εὐνοίη, is εὔνοιαν in III 36. 
So also διάνοιαν I 46, go, I] 162, IX 45. Other Attic forms are 
ἐπιμέλειαν VI 105, εὐ- or ἐμμέλειαν VI 129. See δὲ 175 and 
178. ᾿Ωρείθυιαν or ᾿Ωρειθυίην are both found in the MSS., § 178. 
On the hyper-Ionic potpny Hdt. I 204, see § 4193; on πρῴρην, 
ᾧ 420. μίαν, not μίην, is the correct form, Hdt. I 164, Herodas 
Foon ΧΟ; CL. ἃ ATO: 

Hat. has δασέαν III 32 (MSS. δασεῖαν). On other forms from 
the -vs adj., see § 506. 

442.| Vocative Singular. 

Herodotos III 34, 35, 63, &c. has the vocative Πρήξασπες 
from the analogy of the -es stems; cf. Στρεψίαδες Clouds, 1206, 
Ἡράκλειδες Herodian II 690,, (from a comic poet). The reverse 
procedure appears in Kumpoyevn Theognis 1323, Arkadian ᾿Ατέλη 
C. D. I. 1205, and Aiolic Σώκρατε, &c. Πρηξάσπης is inflected 
in Hdt. according to the consonantal declension, though in III 
75 sz have the genitive in -ew. 

Hipponax has “Epyjj 1,, 16 bis, 21 A, 89, and so Herodas 7,,. 
Other forms are Μιμνῆ 49, Anakreon Σμερδίη 5, Μεγιστῆ (or 
Μεγίστη) 16,, 743. 

Vocatives in -d from names in -ς: AvxayBa Arch. 94, 
Kuvdyxa Hippon. 1,, Κανδαῦλα Hippon. 1,. κριτή (Hipponax 
118) stands for xpira according to Priscian (Lipponax εὔηθες κριτή 
pro κριτά). Cf. Ἥλιε καλλιλαμπέτη Anakr. 27. The Homeric 
νύμφα would seem to be Aiolic, despite the statement of the 
schol. Ven. A on T 130 that it is Ionic. This form of the 
vocative is in reality pan-Hellenic, though retained with greater 
consistency by Aiolic than any other dialect. 


1 Bredow reads διπλόην as Hippokr. III 186, cf. 250. The adj. in the fem. 
when ἃ follows is S:rAcla=Ionie διπλῆ « διπλέη ; When o follows it is διπλόος, 
ef. διπλόοι Aischyl. fr. 33. διπλόη is a substantive. 


΄ 
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443,| Nominative Plural. 

On γέαι Zeleia, No. 11349 (after Granikos), δύο μνέαι Hdt. VI 
7g, οὗ, ὃ 421. Await Samos 220,, is an unusual contraction in an 
adjective of material. The contracted form is also found in Hdt. 
This nom. is scarcely Ionic. γαλαῖ IV 192, Hrd. 790 is a doubtful 
form because ea: is often left open, while en is contracted. Cf. 
Merzdorf in Studien, VIII 145. 


444.| Genitive Plural. 

Homer -ἄάων, -έων 1 (and -év, when « precedes and in the forms 
of the article and pronoun), Boiot. -dwv, Dorie and Aiolic -ἂν, 
In Ionic we have -ἔων or -ῶν in both masculine and feminine. 


In Homer we find τάων and τῶν, in the later Ionic only τῶν. In other 
dialects which preserve in the declension of nouns a fuller form of the 
genitive, the article presents the shortest form possible according to the laws 
of the dialect in question. Thus in Thessalian we find ray κοινάουν as well 
as τᾶν κοινᾶν, in Boiotian tay δραχμάων. τέων was too ponderous a form. 
ἕων was never used for ὧν. 

-ewy 15. attested as Ionic by Joh. Gr. 239 B, Greg. Kor. 379, Gram. Meerm. 
649 (-dwy Aiolic, ef. 655), Vat. 696, Hdn. II 2,, Et. M. 78739, Drakon 160,,, An. 
Ox. I 278,3; Doric (!) An. Ox. I 382;,, Et. Gud. 493... Herodian II 229,;=An. 
Ox. I 2392 also wrongly attributes the termination -ewy to the Dorians. In 
the passage referred to, for Δωριεῖς read Ἴωνες, because of the statement made 
in 11 2,. 


445.| Genitive Plural (Inscriptions). 


600-500 B. Ο. 500-400 8. Ὁ. 
ΕΩΝ ΩΝ ΕΩΝ Qn 

ἀλίλ) ον Naxos ᾿Αβδηριτέων Abd. 

23. This form 162): 

has been re- 'YeAntéwy  Velia 

garded asstand- 172, (450-400) 

ing for ἀλληον Map| w Ἰνηιτέων 

not for ἀλλήων, 196, Maroneia 

on the ground Μαρωνειτέων τούς 

that no diph- Μαρωνιτέων 196,| Μαρωνιτῶν Cat. 

thong possesses and Cat. Brit. Brit. Mus. 125, 

morethanthree Mus. 125, No. No. 15 reverse 

morae. If this 15 front 

is the case -ewy Σαλμακιτέων 

is the direct Halik, 2385, 4 

descendant of δρ[αχ]μέων Keos 

-nov. See B.B. 436 (after 420) 

ΧΙ 268 NO Χο Siph, 


* In Homer dissyllabic -ewy is found but three times: πυλέων Η I, M 340, 
θυρέων p 191; -ewy 20 times in IL, 19 in Od. ; -1éy at verse end in Σκαιῶν © 
263, Z 307, κλισιῶν Ψ 112, δμῳῶν τ 121; παρειῶν 2794, δ 198, 223, A520, 7 190, 
τρυφαλειῶν Μ 339, Μαλειῶν τ 187, παλαιῶν 8118. But in all these instances 
dissyllabic -ewy is excluded by the metre, 
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400-300 B.C. 


300-200 B.C. 


EQN ON 
Νεοπολιτέων Neap. | Νευπολιτῶν Neap. 
42; 84, bet. 44, 350-300 
400-350 Alvenréy Ainea 12 
᾿Αμφιπολιτέων Αἰνητῶν men- 
Amph. τος; No. tioned Becht. 
II (424-358) p. 7 (Alex. the 
δημοτέων Orop. Great period) 
18, (411-402, | Ἰητῶν Ios ΟἹ 
or between Alex. the Great 
Antalk. Peace | πολιτῶν Zeleia 
and 377) ὙΠ 9, alter 
᾿Αβδηριτέων Abd. Granikos; Iasos 
16314515) 169 bet. 1054 
400-350 Μαϊτῶν Pantik. 
1τὸ, 120, 122, 
Phanag. 166, 
167, 168, latter 
half of thecent. 


Toperéwy 127 Pan- 
tikap., or Pha- 
nagoreia (387- 


Toper@y Phanag. 
165, latter half 
ofthe cent. Cf. 


EQN 


ON 


ἐξεταστῶν Eryth. 
206 A 25 (after 
278 B.C.) 
ἐπιπραθεισῶν 
Eryth. 206 C 20 
is Attic (after 
278 8. σ.). 
ἱΠερητειῶν Eryth. 
206 A 14,06 53 
(after 278 8. ον). 
δραχμῶν Hryth. 
206 B 49, Ὁ 49 


347) also Lat. II 36 
Μαρωνιτέων a- | ᾽γελητῶν 1722) 
ron. 196¢, 13 about 350 B.c. 
MacocadintéyMas- 
salia Becht. 
p. 106 
᾿Αθηνῶν Samos 
216 Attic form, 
365-322 B.C. 
δραχμέων Orop. | ἀδικιῶν  Oropos 
1810) 1641 1-402, 18,5 (411-402, 
or between or between 
Antalk. Peace Peace of Antalk. 
and 377) and 377 8. 6.) 
Kadwvéwy Eryth. 
2013 
Θηγέων Eryth. 
20119 
200 B.C. Of doubtful date 
EQN ΩΝ EQN ΩΝ 
᾿Ολβιοπολιτέων *IovAintavKeos 52, | Νυμφέων Μυχιέων | Βαργυλιητῶν 252 
Olbia 1309, 2nd Roman period Naxos 27, in 
cent. Μινοητῶν Samos letters of a 
᾿᾽Ολβιοπολειτέων 232 (Roman) tolerably early 
Olbia 1303, 2nd | Κεραμιητῶν Kera- period 
cent. mos 253(Rom.) | Nuupéwy Samos 
δικῶν Teos 158, 219 (fourth 
Μουσῶν Teos 1583 cent.) 
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Especially noteworthy are the following forms: ἀδικιῶν Oropos 
18,,, on a document that retains -ewy after a consonant ; βοηγιῶν 
and λαμπαδαρχιῶν Teos, Mitth. XVI 292 (perhaps before 350 
B.C.); Naxos 27 preserves -ewy after 1 (Μυχιέων). Cf.’Aciw and 
’Epuflew in Chios. Cf. ὁ 289, 2. 

The evidence of the inscriptions warrants the statement that 
the Ionic termination -ewy after consonants was not attacked by 
the Attic -ὧν until the middle of the fourth century. After the 
fourth century -ewy is practically dead. 


446.| Genitive Plural (Lyric Poets). 

There are four sets of forms in the lyric poets! of which the 
first two are Ionic; (1) Ionic -ἔων, (2) -6v, (3) Homeric (Aiolic) 
-ἄων, (4) Doric -av. Between (1) and (2) there is no essential 
difference. 

1. Ionic -ἔων is invariably monosyllabic. 

A. The Hlegiac Poets. 

Tyrtaios: ψυχέων 10,4. 

Theognis: πετρέων 176 (cf. v. ὦ. πετρῶν), πολιητέων 219, μερι- 
μνξων 343, 1153, Κυψελιδέων 894. 

Solon: Μουσέων 13,1 (by conj.: the MSS. have -dwy and -év) 
also 26,, where Fick calls for the Attic -ῶν, as in ᾿Αθηνῶν 33,2, 
and δεσποτῶν 364, (so Bergk). See under 2. 

Mimnermos: μελεδωνέων 6,. See under 2. 

Xenophanes: ᾿Ελλαδικέων 5,. See under 2. 

B. -éwy in the iambic poets and Anakreon, 

Archil. Μουσέων 1,, τερπωλέων 22, Γυρέων 545, θυρέων ΤῈ 

Hipponax: κριθέων 43,. 

Ananios: μεσέων 59. 

Phoinix of Kolophon: κριθέων 1, (Schn.). 

Herodas: βροντέων 755, μνέων 25,, Μοιρέων 439, Μουσέων 3,,, 
πορνέων 25.» Χίλέων 34, ἀστροδιφξων 3,4, and so δημοτέων 2950 and 
ἡμερέων 3. 

nakreon: carwéwv 2119, Μουσέων 94, (eleg.). 

2. Ionic -ὧν. 

Mimnermos: 7, πολιτῶν, 6 μελεδωνῶν in Bergk, for which 
read μελεδωνέων or μελεδώνων ; cf. μελεδῶνες Od. + 51 Ἴὸ 

, Xenophanes : 54 dovddwy ... “Ἑλλαδικῶν, which may be read 
-έων. 

Hipponax: Βακχῶν οἱ (MSS.). Αἰνειῶν 42. 

Theognis: Μουσῶν 769, 1056, κριθῶν 1249, θυελλῶν 1273, 
ἀνιῶν 344, ταχεῶν “Αρπυιῶν 715, πολιτῶν 455, κακῶν μεριμνέων 


1 Cf. Renner in Curtius’ Stud. I 201 ff. 
* So also -dy for ὑμέων 115, ἡμέων 1312. 
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343, 11533 cf. v.2. 176, 219, 343, 1153. Verses 455, 769, 1249, 
1273 have been regarded as spurious. 

Solon: In the elegies Σαλαμιναφετῶν 2,; ᾿Αθηνῶν 33, tetr., 
δεσποτῶν 36,, trim. See Renner, ὦ. 4. p. 205. 

In the later elegy -éy is found in Μουσῶν Dionys. Chalk. 4,, 
Σκοπαδῶν Kritias 5,. Hrd. 2,, has ᾿Αττικῶν. 

3. Aiolic -ἄων, in imitation of epic usage, only in the later 
elegists, never in iambic poets. 

Theognis: μεριμνάων 766 and Μουσάων 2503; περινισομενάων 
Phokyl. 11. 

Xenoph.: 5, dovdaov .. . Ἑλλαδικῶν (sic; Bergk writes ἀοιδο- 
πόλων). In the MSS. we often find υ. ὦ. -dwv, e.g. Solon 13,,, 
Theog. 219. These forms, like those in -do, usually claim a 
fixed position in the verse (caesura, fifth foot, and verse close). 

4. -ἂν (Doric): 

Tyrtaios: 15, πολιατᾶν embat. 


447.| Genitive Plural (Prose). 
1. Nouns. 


A. The termination is -éwy in all cases when the -y (or -ἀ) of 
the nom. is preceded by a consonant or by dota (except in Hippo- 
krates after .)1, Examples from Hdt. are τιμέων, ἡμερέων, 
ἱστιέων, οἰκιέων, θυσιέων, νεηνιέων, ῥοιέων, ἐλαιέων, ποιέων: Hekat. 
140 Περσέων : Demokritos συμφορέων, ἀσυμφορέων Mor. 8, ψυχέων 
20: Protagoras νεηνιέων: Charon Βισαλτέων: Hippokrates? ἀρ- 
χέων, κριθέων, ὡρέων 5, δημοτέων, δεσποτέων : Philip of Pergamum 
νησιωτέων (Β. Ο. H. IL 273): Vita Homeri βουλευτέων 12, 13, 
ναυτέων 17, 18, πολιητέων 36, and so in other pseudo-Ionic 
treatises. 

After 1, Hippokrates has -ῶν : ῥοιῶν, ἐλαιῶν, ἡλικιῶν, ὠφελειῶν, 
θεραπειῶν. 


In some cases the Attic form has crept into the MSS. In Hdt. I 160 
κριθῶν occurs in all MSS., in IT 36 κριθῶν (συκῶν I 193) in Rd, and in Hekat. 
123. In I 147 ᾿Αθηνῶν is the only form in all MSS. and as v./. in many 
other passages (Bredow, p. 217). Hekat. has ἐκβολῶν 203, ἡμερῶν 303. 


B. When the ἡ of the nom. is preceded by ε, -έων is contracted 
to -dv. 

ἀδελφεῶν is correctly read by Stein in Hdt. III 31, V 80, 
though in the summary of the Herodoteian dialect prefixed to 
his school edition (p. liv) the same scholar suggests ἀδελφεέων, 


1 Kirchhoff thinks that -ewy after 1. was contracted. Western Ionic (Oropian) 
ἀδικιῶν does not necessarily exclude -:éwy from the Ionic of Asia Minor. 

2 Cf. J. Ἐς Lobeck in Philologus, 1853, p. 21 ff. Hippokrates has a few cases 
of -awy in certain MSS. ; cf. -οιο in the Herodoteian tradition. 

3 Cf. Greg. Kor. § 4. 
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doubtless on the analogy of γενεέων II 142, VI 98 (in all MSS.). 
This uncouth form Stein defends on the ground that it 1s 
necessary to distinguish it from the neuter γενέων. ‘The MSS. 
have Μαλεῶν I 82 (Stein Μαλεέων, Holder Madéwv). Hippokrates 
has ἰδεῶν. 


2 Adjectives and Participles. 
A. Oxytone adj. in -y, and those adj. and participles whose 


nom. ends in -ἅ, end in -éwv, except when ἃ is preceded by ε, 
or by « in Hippokrates. 

In Hat. ὑψηλέων, Μηδικέων, λοιπέων, πολλέων, ὀπτέων, μελαι- 
νέων, πασέων : ἐουσέων, ἐχουσέων, φρονεουσέων, συμπλευσασέων, 
διαφθαρεισέων, λεχθεισέων, προδουσέων. Attic forms appear oc- 
casionally in the MSS. of Hdt., e.g. λοιπῶν VIII 7, πολλῶν 
VI 68, θερινῶν 11 το. 

In Hippokrates μικρέων, χειμερινέων : μελαινέων, πασέων : ἐχου- 
σέων, ἐουσέων, θερμανθεισέων, παρελθουσέων!. But after ι, Hippokr. 
has δεξιῶν, πλατειῶν, ὀξειῶν. 

Hdt. II 66 has θηλεῶν in ἃ ΒΡ, while Stein and Holder read 
θηλέων. 

B. Feminine of barytone adjectives, participles in -os, -ἢ» -ov, 
and pronouns. 

In the MSS. of Herodotos, the fem. genitive agrees with that 
of the mase. in having -wv, borrowed from the second declension, 
in the following cases :— 


(1) ἄλλων I 133, VIL ror, IX 115; ἀμφοτέρων II 17; 
ἑτέρων 11 137, and so Hippokr.; ὀλίγων VIII τό, IX 45; 
ὑμετέρων IV 114; σφετέρων VI 15, VII 118, IX 106. 

In other passages we find -έων, e.g. ἐσχατέων VIII 47, ἀλλη- 
λέων IV 113, VI 12, 111, ἀλλέων IV 182, 183, 184, dxocgwv V 
50 in all or almost all MSS. (z.e. except R 4), ef. ἀλλέων and 
ἄλλων I 94, IV 184. Hdt. VI 46 has μεγαλέων (P R) where 
Hippokr. has -ων, as ἀλλήλων (cf. ε 71), ἄκρων, ἑτέρων, and in 
other adjectives (numeral and pronominal). 

Even after « -€wy appears: Αἰγυπτιέων IL 55, IV 181, ἐσχα- 
τιέων IIT 115, κουριδιέων VI 138 (-ιων Ῥ R), ἐτησιέων VI 140, 
VII 168 (-ιων d), ἀντιέων ΝΠ 10 a), δημοσιέων VI 57, ἐπιχωριέων 
V 88, τετρακοσιέων VII 190, διηκοσιέων καὶ χιλιέων VIL 184, 
διηκοσίων καὶ ἑξακισχιλιέων καὶ δισμυριέων I 32. In VI 92 the 
MSS. have Σικυωνίων, which Stein changes to -ιέων. Diogen. 
of Apoll. has εὐδιέων. Hippokrates has -wv, ¢.g. γυναικείων, 
ἀναγκαίων. 


When the ἡ of the nom. was preceded by ε, -εέων in the 


1 Lobeck states that the MSS. of Hippokrates are not so consistent as those 


of Hdt. in the gen. of participles in -σᾶ, The adjectival forms often have -év 
as v.1, 
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genitive becomes -éwv, 6.9. χρυσέων III 130, Ἡρακλέων II 
(Rd, -efov A B). δ᾽ : ‘ » 

(2) φυλασσομένων 1 123; εἱλευμένων 17 76 ; συγκατημένων IIL 
69; οἰκεομένων IIT 107; οἰκημένων I 151; τετμημένων IV 136; 
γενομένων VII 235, IL 137 (or τασσομένων) ; εἰρημένων VIII 49. 
Hippokrates has -wv throughout. 

The form in -μενέων is not found without the variant των :— 
ἁρπαζομενέων I 4 (-ων Rbd); μαχομενέων in P II 76, the same 
chapter that has εἱλευμένων in all MSS.; ἀνατριβομενέων III 
113 (-ov AB); πειθομενέων V 18 in AB Ῥ (ων vs); ἁλισκομενέων 
V 124 (-wv Pr); προκειμενέων (VII τό a) in A Bd, and a few 
lines below where A B have -έων, but ἃ -wv. ἐπικειμενέων VIT 
185 in Pd. 

It is a moot point whether in the case of the Herodoteian 
forms enumerated under 447, 2 B, the Attic rule, which holds 
in Hippokrates, is to be adopted, or whether -ἔων is to be read 
throughout. Kiuhner and Kirchhoff are in favour of -ων, while 
Bredow, Stein, Holder, G. Meyer hold that these forms possessed 
the special feminine ending. The MSS., except (strangely 
enough) in those adjectives in which an « precedes the termina- 
tion, tend rather to the view that -wv, not -έων, is the correct 
ending. The epigram from Naxos, No. 23 φούρη Δεινοδίκηο τοῦ 
Ναξίου, ἔξοχος ἀλλήων (where B denotes the open quality of the ὁ 
sound) does not settle the dispute; since ἄλλων, as Blass remarks, 
would not have been sufficiently precise. The recent discovery 
of an authoritative inscriptional form would seem to definitively 
settle the question, at least so far as the participial forms are 
concerned. In an inscription from Teos (Mitth. XVI 292, 1. 18), 
dating perhaps before the middle of the fourth century, we read.... 
λισμενέων. Perhaps the -ewy form was only employed in adjectives 
and pronouns when it was necessary to distinguish the genders. 

(3) Pronouns. 

αὐτή forms its genitive in τέων in Hdt. and Hippokr. The 
MSS. of Hdt. not infrequently have αὐτῶν (Bredow, p. 222). 
Stein brackets αὐτῶν in III 111. 

αὕτη has τουτέων, which occurs in a large number of passages 
in Hdt. without any variant τούτων. The -ewy form also occurs 
in the MSS. of Hippokrates; ἐκείνη has ἐκεινέων Hdt. IV 111 
Stein (-ov R); τοιαύτη has τοιουτέων VII τό a), and so in 
Hippokrates ; τοσαύτη has τοσουτέων VII 187. 

The forms in -ewv from αὕτη, τοιαύτη, and τοσαύτη are 
suspicious, as Ionic, unlike Doric, did not carry into the feminine 
genitive the diphthong av of the other cases. Other pronominal 
forms, such as τουτέων, contain a parasitic « inserted under the 
influence of hyper-Ionic theories, § 562. 
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448. | 

On the genitive plural of nouns in -apyns varying with -apxos, see Bredow, 
p. 232. In Hat. VII 99 Stein reads ταξιαρχέων, but in IX 53 ταξιάρχων, cf. 
ταξίαρχοι VIII 67. In Attic inscriptions the ending is always -apxos, except 
in μεράρχαι C. I. A. 11 580, 3, 7 (324 B.0.). 

εἱλώτων Hdt. IX 10 is from εἵλως [ef. VI 81, VIII 25), but εἱλωτέων VI 58, 
75, 80, &. is from εἱλώτης. 


449.| Dative Plural. 

The terminations occurring in the texts of Ionic writers are 
τῇσι, -ns, ταισι and -as, of which the first and last forms are 
more frequent than -ns or -αἰσι, which do not occur in the in- 
scriptions ; -jou is found upon one inscription. 

τῇσι is called Ionic by the grammarians: Joh. Gr. 240, 241, 241 B, Greg. 
Kor. § 5, Meerm. 649, 654, Vat. 696, Birnb. 6779, Et. M. 250, 166, Et. Gud. 
24942) 33209, An. Par. III 312.9, cf. An. Ox. I 219,; ef. also Hdn, I 298,,, 
II 143. -ns Et. Gud. 249,;, Et. M. τόδ... Tzetz. Ex. Il. 84, has κοίλησι 
(cf. 121,), and so An. Ox. I 219,. The ancients did not recognize the fact 
that in Homer the longer form occurs far more frequently than does -ys, or 
that -ns before a vowel is the same as -ῃσι. 


450.| Dative Plural (Inscriptions)'. 

The endings of the dative plural upon inscriptions are (1) -ηισι; 
(2) “als, (3) τῆσι. 

I. -ηισι. 

σο[ φ]ίηισιν Delos 53 (sixth century), Bechtel reading -ἰησιν ; 
βουλῆισιν according to Roehl. See Roberts I, p. 63. Νύμφηισιν 
Thasos 68 (fifth cent.); ἤισιν Teos 156 B 36 (Ol. 76-77); 
ἠμέρη[ ι]σιν Chios 174 B 5 (fifth cent.); Β]ὐάδηισιν Chios 174 Ὁ 
20; ᾿Βρυ[θρ]ῆισιν Eryth. 199, (after 394 8. 0.) the last example 
upon lonie territory. 

-niow occurs therefore on the mainland of Asia Minor, in the 
adjacent islands and in Thasos. There is no example in Bechtel’s 
collection of a dative plural in -ηισιν in Euboian Ionic, where 
ποισι however occurs, see below, ὃ 473. Whether τῆισι or ταῖς 
was the form in use in the language of the people is uncertain, 
as we have no instance free from suspicion. No. 263 with ταῖς 
before consonants and vowels is from Lykia, and contains a 
trace of the Κοινή. It is possible that ταῖς may have been in 
normal use while -ηισι was the sole form in nouns (cf. Aiolic ταῖς 
δέραισιν, Boiot. τἂν Μωσάων). -ηισι held its ground with greater 
persistence than -ovc, as is clear from ἐκγόνοις upon the same 
inscription which contains the last example of -ηισι. 

2. -αις. 

All instances of -ois are due to Attic influence®. ταύτ[α]ις 

1 See Fritsch, V. H. Ὁ. p. 35. 


* On the form ὅπου 1. 23 adduced by Bechtel as a further testimony to the 
influence of Attic upon the dialect of Keos, see § 342. 
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Keos 43.,, last quarter of the fifth century ; εὐεργέταις Eph. 147,, 
(300 B.C.) ; δωρε]αῖς 14749; δημοσίαις and ἰδίαις δίκαις Teos 158,, 
with almost no Ionic whatsoever ; ἡμέραις Eryth. 204, (345-44 
B.C.); Κολωναῖς Eryth. 206 A 47, SaBnpidas 206 B 54 (after 
278 B.C.); years C. 1. G. 2693 F 9 as read by Le Bas 414. 

-ais' occurs on the Asiatic mainland and adjacent islands. 
There is no example in Bechtel’s collection of a dative plural in 
-ats in Euboian Ionic. 


In No. 5, which contains Foiréwy, we find also θεαῖς πάσαις, which is pro- 
bably of Dorie colouring. On the mixed dialect of Himera, see Thuk. VI 5. 
The speech of Rhegion was doubtless likewise half Ionic, half Doric. Cf. 
Fick, Odyssee, p. το. It may be noticed that Homer uses the dative in -ais in 
but three words: ἀκτή M 284, θεά ¢ 119, and πᾶσα x 471. Theog. 240 also 
uses πάσαις. 


3. Upon the fragment of a marble patera from Kyzikos, now at 
Oxford, is inscribed AEEPONHEIN (Rob. 1 148, not in Bechtel’s 
collection). We have here an -σι which occurs upon Attic in- 
scriptions (ἄλλησι, δραχμῆσι), but thus far nowhere, except in 
the present instance, upon inscriptions outside of Attika. With- 
out further examples of the occurrence of -ἡσι, it is best to arrest 
judgment in pronouncing upon its Ionic character. There is, 
however, no reason why the form should not be Ionic, though 
but little weight should be attached to the statement of the 
grammarians in reference to its appearance in Ionic (§ 449), or to 
the numerous MS. forms without the dota. 


451.| Dative Plural (Lyric Poets). 

The MSS. of the lyric poets have preserved two sets of ter- 
minations, τῇσι and -ns, ταῖσι and -ars. 

1. -ῃσι. 

τῇσι and -now before consonants, -yow before vowels, are the 
usual forms from Archilochos to Theognis inclusive. 

Archilochos: χαλεπῇσι 84, epod., ὀδύνῃσιν ἕκητι 84., βακχίῃσιν 
83 (conj.). 

Mimnermos: αὐγῆσιν 14,, (cf. 2,) vulgo αὐγαῖσιν. 

Theognis: πλευρῇσι 55, AO -aiot, ἀμηχανίῃσι 619, σφῇσι 712, 
βήσσησι 881, ἰαχῇσι 779 conj.; θαλίῃσι 983, O -αισι, εἰλαπίνῃσι 
239, ἁμαρτωλῇσι 325, σῇσιν 1234, παιδοφίλῃσιν 1357, κακοκερ- 
δείῃσιν 225, φυλακῇσιν 439, πολυϊδρείῃσιν 703, EavOnow 828 with 
κόμαις in the same line. 

Xenophanes: χαίτῃσιν 3. 

Solon: προχοῇσι 28 (Lu L προχοαῖσι), ἀργαλέῃσι 1337 (-αισι 
Fick), ἀφραδίησιν 4; (-avow Fick). 

Tyrtaios: κονίῃσιν 1119. 


1 ey in forms from -λέος remains uncontracted in the lyric poets ; οἵ, § 263. 
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Simonides Amorg.: κοπρίῃσιν 75, ναύτῃσιν 735; ἐνιπῆσιν 744; 
πάσῃσι 799. ᾿ 

Hipponax: κράδῃσι 41,59, σκίλλῃσιν 54» ἀσκέρῃσι-δασεΐῃσιν 19. 

Herodas: τῇσι 585» 320 (in conjunction with φύσῃς), καλῇσιν 
7χς (in conjunction with τῇς), αὐτῇσιν 72. δ 

Anakreon : δίνῃσι 1,, χορδῇσιν 18, (6017.), πλευρῇσι 21;, θύρῃσι 
διξῆσιν 88. 


2. -1S. 

-ns before vowels is the usual form from Archilochos to 
Theognis. 

Archilochos: θαλίῃς τέρψεται 99 (θαλίης or θαλίῃ conj.); ὀδύνῃς 
ἔχομεν Gaisford 9,, ἧς τὸ πρίν 94, (Fick omits τὸ: the MSS. 
have ἧς). ne 

Mimnermos: αὐγῇς αὔξεται 2,, where αὐγῇς is Schneidewin’s 
60Π].: ΟΕ, 44 

Theognis: κορυφῇς ὕπο 879 (libri κορυφῆς), μαργοσύνῃς ἀπό 
1271 Bekker, θοίνῃς δέ 239 in A, -ns O, reliqui θοίναις (Sitzler 
-ais), ῥαδινῇς χερσίν 6, see § 4. 

Xenophanes: ῥοῇς ἐν 2, by conj. of Stephanus. 

Anakreon : ὕλῃς κεροέσσης Bergk 51, (ὕλῃ ?). 

Solon: πλευρῇς καί 24,4, though Plutarch has πλευρῇ and 
Theog. 722 πλευραῖς (Fick πλευρᾷ), τῇς ἄδικ᾽ 4... 

Herodas: τῇς 7,;; (in conjunction with καλῇσιν), τῇς νεωτέρῃς 
ὑμῖν Ty), φύσῃς 3.0 (in conjunction with τῇσι). 


3. -αισι(ν). 

Theognis: κριθαῖσι 1269, ἁμαρτωλαῖσιν ἐπὶ σμικραῖσι 1281. 
AO have πλευραῖσι 55. 

Mimnermos: 14,, avyaiow accord. to Stobaios. Bergk reads 
αὐγῇσιν. 

Solon: πολλαῖσιν 37, (Fick -jow). In 28 Fa L have προχοαῖσι. 

Anakreon : yopdatow 18,. 

Herodas: ταῖσι 3,3, 63; though in a number of instances ταῖς 
is the form adopted by this writer. 


4. -αις. 

Whenever -ais occurs before a vowel in the middle of a penta- 
meter the case is almost similar to that before a consonant, since 
elision is rarely permitted in this part of dactylic verse. -aus 
occurs also at the close of a pentameter, more rarely at the end 
of the hexameter. In Homer we have ἀκταῖς M 284, πάσαις 
x 471, at the close of the hexameter. When the word in 
question is found at the end of the verse this is denoted by a | . 

Archilochos: ἀγκάλαις | 23 trim., and so in the parody Frogs 
704. Renner reads ἀγκάλῃς, Fick ἀγκάσιν. 

Tyrtaios : αὐγαῖς ἠελίοιο 11, with v./. αὐγαῖσιν, φίλαις ἐν τοις; 
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Ἡρακλείδαις τήνδε 25, εὐθείαις ῥήτραις ἀνταμειβομένους 4,, where 
Diodoros has εὐθείην ῥήτρας. 

Theognis: θοίναις ? 239, πλευραῖς καί 722, πάσαις πολλῶν 240, 
πολυφροσύναις | 712, κόμαις πορφυρέους 828 with ξανθῇσιν in the 
same line; θοαῖς | 12 (θοῆς in A), ῥαδιναῖς χερσί 1002, Athen. 
ῥαδινῇς, δειλαῖς φρεσί 161, ᾿Ασκληπιάδαις τοῦτο 432, μεγάλαις 
κεῖται ἀμηχανίαις | 632, ἄταις | 631, βουλαῖς δ᾽ 640, εἰλαπίναις 
φορέοντας 827, σῇσιν ἀτασθαλίαις | 1234. -αἰς occurs in Theognis 
only in the middle and close of the pentameter (except in 161, 
631). In the later portions of Theognis, Sitzler adopts -αις 
before vowels. For ῥαδινῆς 6 as Bergk reads, some MSS. have 
τῇσι (Sitzler -avs) ; -ns is correct. 

Simon, Amorg.: Νύμφαις τῷ τε 20, read by Ahrens and Fick 
Νύμφῃσ᾽ ἠδέ (Hippokr. used ἠδέ). 

Herodas: ταῖς λαύραις | 145, μετρηίαις (?) | 1,4; ταῖς νέαις 175, ταῖς 
ἀνωνύμοις ταύταις | 6,4, ταῖς γυναιξίν 7,, ἀγκάλαις ἄραις (?) 51.» 
ταῖςδε 4.5. 

Solon: κούφαις ἐλπίσι 133, (Fick -ἢσ᾽), κακαῖς νούσοισι 135 
(Fick κακῶς). This case of -αἰς is in the hexameter, cf. Theog. 
161, 6313; ἀργαλέαις τε 13,,, φίλαις 4.5 a former conj. of Bergk. 

Anakreon: κούφαις | 24, ἀήταις | 25, μίτραις | 65, μελαίναις 
ἀναμεμίξονται 77. 


ταῖς becomes much more frequent in the later elegy, ¢.g. Plato 7,, Krates 
In- τῇσιν is found in Plato 123; -αισι in Ion 25, Melanthios 1,, Euenos 2,, 
Plato 31,. 


From the evidence presented above, it is clear that Ionic poetry 
possessed a form devoid of the final zota. Nevertheless this fact 
has been assailed by most scholars, of whom some have objected 
to -ats, others to -ns. The former form was attacked by Ahrens}, 
who maintained that whenever anteconsonantal -ais and -ous 
occurred in the fragments of the iambic and choliambic poets, 
and in the trochaics of Archilochos, the reading is always 
suspicious, and that the same forms in Anakreon are due to the 
influence of his Aiolic models, who admitted the shorter forms, 
especially at the end of the verse. Equally positive in his ob- 
jection to the original Ionic character of -ais and -ois is Fick 5, 
who holds that in the poets of Ionic birth who flourished before 
the downfall of Ionia (which ensued about 540 8. 6.), τηισι and 
κοισι are the only legitimate Jonic forms. Fick furthermore 
maintains that after the period thus delimited, -ais and -ois 
became a part of the linguistic material of the later elegists 
(Xenophanes, Theognis), and of Ananios, following herein the 
example of Tyrtaios who had admitted them by a concession to 


1 Mischung der Dialekte, p. 60 ff. 
2 B.B. IX 207, XI 255. 
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the dialect of his adopted fatherland. This argument is especially 
weak as regards the iambographer Ananios, whose character is 
quite distinct from that of Tyrtaios. Renner! on the other 
hand claims that for -ais we should substitute -ηις, a procedure 
whose correctness as regards Anakreon was defended by Schneide- 
win. Fritsch, who protests against the Ionic character of -nus 
before consonants 8, follows Fick in rejecting as non-Jonic all 
cases of -ais and -οῖς in the early lyrists of Ionic birth. Wilamo- 
witz* also rejects the latter forms in Archilochos. Sitzler® 
proposes to adopt -avs wherever the dative ending occurs in the 
caesura, and at the verse close, also before consonants, whereas 
τῆς should be read before a vowel. With Diels® -o1s is to be 
accepted (1) when a vowel follows, (2) at the verse end, or in the 
middle of the pentameter, (3) in the case of the article and rela- 
tive, (4) in combination with several other datives. 

While it is obvious that all the cases of antevocalic -ns, ταῖς 
(and -οις, ὃ 474), with the possible exception of those forms that 
occur in the middle of a pentameter, may and should be read 
with elision, the existence of the shorter forms has been unjustly 
assailed. We may admit that the longer form has been displaced 
in the works of the older Ionic school in many passages which 
yield to a mild treatment. But the total expulsion of the shorter 
forms is attained only by recourse to the most drastic remedies, 
notably when the peccant form closes the verse. And in many 
cases no remedy whatever can be discovered, not even that of 
transposition. 

If the shorter forms are a fixture in Homer’, despite the 
efforts of Nauck and Fick to dislodge them, their occurrence in 
the lyric poets, howsoever rare they be, need not cause us surprise. 
More delicate is the question whether we shall read. -a:s or -7s, or 
whether both forms are possible. The former form is an analogue 
of -οἰς ; for the latter, which is not found in prose either inscrip- 
tional or literary (but cf. § 452), a satisfactory explanation, it must 
be confessed, is at present wanting. G. Meyer’s attempt (Gramm. 
§ 380) may be dismissed as too artifical. Brugmann (Grundr. 
IT § 358) sees in -ηῖς a locative formed from a more original *-ds, 
-ns. Brugmann conjectures that in the Homeric period -ns may 
have been pronounced without the later 1°. So long however as 

1 Curtius’ Stud. I 1, 208 ff. Bo tele ID, BS 

3. Cf. Cauer’s Ilias praef. xxxvi. * Hom. Unters. 317. 

5 Jahrb. vol. 125, p. 509. 

δ °AOny. πολ. p. 38. 

1 The Iliad has 1564 datives with the longer forms, 251 with the shorter 
(212 before vowels, 39 before consonants, or at the end of the verse). In the 
Odyssey 1297 long, 225 short (150+ 75), according to Nauck’s count. 

ὁ This form occurs in the MSS. of Archil. 94,, where it is doubtless an 


error of the scribe. Osthoff M. U. II 76 thinks that -nis was formed from τ-ηισι 
under the influence of -οις. 
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it occurs before consonants in Homer and in later poetry it is 
idle to dispute its existence merely because it has not been ac- 
ceptably explained. It is therefore proper to retain it and -as 
in the few passages where they are called for by the metre. -αις 
and -ovs are instrumentals which were but sparingly employed, 
outside of Doric, in the earlier period of the language. It was 
not until the fifth century in Attika and later in other quarters 
of Greece that they became powerful enough to dislodge the old 
locatives -ησι, -ἄσι (-ηισι, -ἄισι) which had officiated as datives. 
-diot is non-Ionic. The forms in Theognis, as those in early 
Attic poetry, might be regarded as -ἄισι. It is however more 
probable that -ἄνσι is intended. δίκἄισι is an analogue of 
λόγοισι. 


452.| Dative Plural (Prose). 

Of the forms found in the MSS. of Ionic prose writers, τῇσι 
is by far the most frequent. -αισι is very rare. -ais has often 
crept in from Attic. In Hdt. we have -σι. In VIII 15 the 
Romanus has τὰς αὐτὰς ἡμέρας where all the other MSS. have 
ταῖς αὐταῖς ἡμέραις. Bredow’s τῇσι αὐτῇσι ἡμέρῃσι is therefore 
unnecessary. In III 40 -ησι must be substituted for the -αισι 
of most MSS. ταῖς is found in the Romanus III 110. Hippo- 
krates has -yov, e.g. II 44 φλεγματίῃσιν, αὐτέῃσιν (with hyper- 
Tonic ε), τῇσιν 11 306, 11196. In Demokritos as handed down 
by Stobaios we find -ῃσι in fragments 41, 46, 211 (167 Demo- 
krates). In other cases, except ἀνάγκαισιν 126, the MSS. have 
ταῖς which Mullach changed to -ησι. -ἢσι occurs in Herakleitos, 
in Hekat. 172, Pherekydes of Leros (frag. 44 is the only case) ; 
Protagoras has τῆσι πάσῃσιν ἡμέρῃσιν. The form of the article 
in the MSS. of the Jonic prosaists is often ταῖς. Thus in 
Demokritos there is scarcely an exception to the shorter form. 
We find ταῖσι in frag. 44 (containing ἀνάγκαις); Mullach τῇσι. In 
Aiolic, which usually has -αἰσι, ταῖς is the regular form. In all 
the passages where -αἰσι, -avs occur, and the dative is required, 
the Ionic forms should be edited. 

Pseudo-Ionists : -nov is used throughout by Lukian in the dea 
Syria and the Astr.; and this form is found more frequently in 
Arrian than -αἰς or -atot. Abydenos has -ῇσι six times, Kusebios 
Myndios -as 14 times, -avc. once. The supposititious Ionic 
letters of Hippokrates, and Aretaios follow Herodoteian usage. 
Aretaios 68 has πολλῇς, ep. Hippokr. 17,, ἐπιθυμίῃς (?), the only 
instances of this form. The Vita Homer has -as throughout. 


453.| On the retention of the long forms. 


Both in inscriptions and prose literature, to so late a period as 
the fifth century, the Ionic dialect retained a termination whose 
Bb 
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use in all other dialects, except Aiolic, was either curtailed or 
completely abandoned. In the Dorie dialect -ais is in entire 
possession ; and in the case of Aiolic a special cause was at work, 
which drew in its train the retention of the fuller form in the 
declension of nouns. In the Attic stone records, -ηισι (after 
consonants) held its ground sporadically till the middle of the fifth 
century and perhaps till 424 B.c.; -avou (after vowels) is attested 
in documents of 439 B.c. and 424 B.c., upon which however 
the locative -nov already appears. This -ησι (-acr) was retained till 
420 B.C., when -as was universally adopted!; a change whose 
suddenness has elicited much speculation in connection with the 
history of early Attic prose. That the Athenians recognized the 
antique flavour of the fuller forms is clear from their treatment 
at the hands of comedy. But even Aischylos does not reject the 
-s forms. 


454.| Accusative Plural. 

The form is invariably -ds, which was substituted for -ἂνς 
subsequently to the change of a to ἡ in Ionic-Attic, ef. § τότ. 
Tyrtaios has the Doric -ds occasionally (4;, 7,), as Hesiod in 
W. D. 564, Theog. 184. In Chios 174 C 12 we find τὰς yéas καὶ 
τὰς oiki(e)a[s], the form yéas having, as Bechtel assumes, caused 
the stone cutter to perpetrate a blunder in the following accusa- 
tive; cf. οἰκίας Paros 58%. The accusative plural of γῆ in Ionic 
is always yéas. See § 421. 

In Herodotos -εᾶς is the accusative of nouns and adjectives, 
whose nominative is ordinarily stated to be -en, 6. 7. (ὃ 282) 
χρυσέας, ἀργυρέας, κυνέας, αἰγέας, παρδαλέας, ἀμφιδέας 8, μνέας (cf. 
§ 421), ἀλωπεκέας, λεοντέας, πορφυρέας Ion 1. In Hat. II 6%, 
where C has μυγάλας and ὦ μυγαλὰς, Stein reads μυγαλᾶς, doubt- 
less with reference to the statement of Anaxandrides (apud 
Athen, VII 300 A): δύναται παρ᾽ ὑμῖν μυγαλῆ, παρ᾽ ἐμοὶ δέ γ᾽ οὔ. 
Bredow adopted μυγαλέας ; ef. Nikand. Ther. 816 μυγαλέην. In 
III 28 we find διπλᾶς, ef. διπλῆ ὃ 424. 

The accus. pl. of ἀκινάκης, whose accus. sing. is ἀκινάκεα and 
ἀκινάκην (both forms are amply attested), occurs IX 80; III 128, 
VII 67, where the MSS. vary between ἀκινάκας and ἀκινάκεας. 
The former form is to be adopted. .The accus. of δεσπότης is 
-tas, not -reas, despite zg in I 111, 112. Nor are the forms 
διφθερέας I 194, ἐξηγητέας I 78, ὀργυιέας IV 86 to be adopted. 


‘ -not (-dor) was retained in adverbs of place. 

* Haussoullier thinks -eas in οἰκί(ε)ας was caused by influence of the gen. 
-ewy. But we have no other examples of such an influence of the gen. upon 
the accus, plural. 

* Cf. Greg. Kor. ὃ 123 (ἀφιδέας, cf. § 336). With this open ἀμφιδέαι, cf. 
ἀμφιδαῖ B. Ο. H. 1890, p. 403, 412, ἀμφιδῆ 404 (Delian register of 279 B.C.). 
Aristoph. 320, 11 (Kock) has ἀμφιδέας. 
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οὐδαμέας is supported in ΤΥ 114 by 4 80 ὦ, but is nevertheless to 
be rejected. °Evdpeas 1 105 is correct, cf. ᾿Ενάρεες IV 67. 


O Declension. 


455.| Terminations of Ionic prose: 


Os, ov οι, a 

ov (never ew) ων 

wl οισι(ν), ous 
ov ous, ἃ 

€, OS 


Dual forms are wanting in New Ionic, cf. § 412. In the 
following sections attention is chiefly directed to those nominal 
and adjectival forms which have ε or o before -os, -ov, &c. Cf. the 
sections dealing with the contact of vowels. Renner’s suggestion 
to admit the open forms (masc. and fem.) in the case of the poets 
of Ionic lineage, and to regard the open and the contracted forms 
as the property of the elegists not Ionic born, cannot be carried 
through. 

On the forms of the so-called Attic declension, see § 477. As 
regards gender it may be noted that Hipponax has 7) ἄσβολος, 
Herodotos ἡ σαῦρος. 


456.| Nominative Singular (Inscriptions). 

The nominative singular of nouns which have ε or o before the 
thematic o contract this ε or o in the following forms: Καλλίνους 
Thasos (L.) 7,, ᾿Αστύνους Eryth. 206 C g, Πολύθρους Thasos 75 
BL, 


457.| Nominative Singular (Lyric Poets). 

νόος occurs frequently in Theognis, 6... 88, Solon 27,,, and 
Simonides of Keos (?) 85,,. But νοῦς is attested in Theog. 1185, 
as in Homer κ 240, and Simon. Amorg. 1, has νόος (cf. νόον 7,). 
ynpadéos is found in Xenoph. 1.8. 


458.| Nominative Singular (Prose). 

I. -εος, -eov are uncontracted, 6. g. ἀδελφιδέος VIII 130; 
θυγατριδέος V 67. 

2. -oos is uncontracted, 6. 7. νόος Herakl. 111, Anax. 5, 6, 7, 12 
(Simplicius has however νοῦς), Hdt. 1X 120, edvoos VII 173, &c., 
οἰνοχόος III 34, cf. Plato, Phd. ee C: 

BD 2% 
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Hippokrates and the pseudo-Ionists : 


πλόος Arrian 22, 38, &e. 


ἀκρόπλοος Hippokr. ep. 185; 
Aret. 63. 
νόος Euseb. Mynd. 14, 19, 


Hipp. ep. 12, 18,,°3- 
ῥόος Aret, 163, 164, &c. 
εὔροος Aret. 210, Hippokr. II 
ὃ, 
δ) ΟΕ Hippokr.V 700 (Erm. 
-ovs Littré). 
ἄπνοος Aret. 2.74. 


πλοῦς Aret. 301, &e., Vita Hom. 
19. 


εἴσπλους Arrian. 
περίπλους Arrian. 


σύννους Hippokr. ep. 15. 
εἴσρους Aret. 274. 
κατάρρους Hippokr. V 700 (Erm.) 


II 46 (Erm. and Lit.). 
δύσπνους Aret. 32, Hippokr. IL 


160, Lit. -oos. 

Bpaxtavoos Hippokr. III 114, 
144. 

εὔπνοος Aret. 264, &c., Hippokr. 
TTT 126; 

xpoos Aret. 99. 

λευκόχροος Aret. 163. 

ἁπλόος Luk. Sy7. 31. 

διπλόος Aret. 163. 


ἁπλοῦς Aret. 162. 


χνοῦς Aret. 177. 


459.| Genitive Singular (Inscriptions). 

The genitive singular termination is -ov, never in a prose 
document -οιο, or -w. 

OY is usually expressed by O upon the early monuments. 
In the Naxian inscriptions: NaéiO0 ®éa€O Bechtel 23= Rob. I 
25, λίθο 25=Rob. I 27, AodiO Rob. I 29. In Paros 60= Rob. 
115 TQ TapiQ is τοῦ Παρίου, ᾿Ασφαλιῶ, 15 ᾿Ασφαλίουι. This is 
not Doric [apm as is clear from the word μήτηρ. Miletos 93= 
Rob. I 133 has τῷ dpynyO, and cf. also 94= Rob. I 134, 98= 
Rob. I 138, Prokonnesos 103=Rob. I 42, Teos 156=Rob. I 
142 A, lines 5, 12, B 8, 25, 28, 32, Chios 174=Rob. I 149 
rOTrO A 1, cf. also A 2,9, 5, D 15, 175=Rob. I 150, Samos 
210= Rob. T 151, 214=Rob. I 155; 215=Rob. 1 156, Halik. 
238= Rob. 1 1456575 11» 129 149 299 2 

The later form is OT (BopidalO[o] Olynthos 8 A,, between 
389-383 8. Ο., cf. 1. 2). 

θεοῦ 22015 Samos. θεός is the Ionic form, θεά does not occur 
except in Herodas (419, 11)- 

The nominatives with -ovs (-oos) have -ov in the genitive, 
8.9. ἸΠολύθρου Teos 1 ὅδε (an almost entirely Attic gee Ὁ: 
Καλλίνου Th. (L.) 8,, ᾿Αριστόνου bid. 1749. 
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The Homeric genitive in -o1o occurs on poetical monuments 
(Paros 59 αἰγιόχοιο, and ἀραμένοιο Latyschev 11 37). Other 
metrical inscriptions have -ov (23, 25, 34, 60, 162, 261, 265). 


460.| Genitive Singular (Lyric Poets). 


The usual termination is -ov. By imitation of Homeric usage 
or from the fact that the older Ionic actually possessed the form, 
τοιοῖ has been adopted by the e/egiac poets as an archaism and 
is by them used to a great extent in the same place in the verse 
as it is employed in Homer. Cf. Renner in Curtius’ Studien I A 
206 ff. I have indicated by a small figure the position in the 
verse of the syllables -o1o. -ovo is rare in pentameter; Tyrt. 11, 
is the only example from the older elegy, Aischyl. 4, from the 
later, non-Ionic elegy. 

Tyrtaios: ἠελίοιοδ 11,, Τιθωνοῖοϑ 12;, στέρνοιοϑ 1295 ; θανάτοιο 
12ς; ; Κινυρέοιο 12, has been corrected to Κινύρεω. 

Archilochos: ᾿Ενυαλίοιοθ 1,, πολυφλοίσβοιο 95. 

Mimnermos: θανάτοιοϑ 2); ποταμοῖοϑ g;, πολέμοιοϑ 14,, ἠελίοιο 
mip ΤΠ 

Theognis: θανάτοιοϑ 707, χαλεποῖοϑ 103, κιβδήλοιοβ 119 (the 
two latter passages contain also a gen. in -ov), ἐλάφοιοβ 949 ; 
ἠελίοιο 569%, 1143°, 1183°, ovdopévoro® 527, vdoro® 705, Τηὐγέτοιοῦ 
879. 

Solon: ἠελίοιοϑ 1353, ἀτρυγέτοιοθβ 1349. 

Anakreon : ὀχάνοιο ΟἹ ; cf. § 63. 

Hipponax : hex. 85, ἀτρυγέτοιοϑ. 

Of the elegists, Archilochos offers the sole exception to the 
rule that -o.o in the elegy is used in the third and the sixth 
foot. 

In the iambographic poets we find but one example of -o.o: 
Archilochos, tetr. 77, (Ὡς Διωνύσοι᾽ ἄνακτος καλὸν ἐξάρξαι μέλος), 
sic Bergk, vulgo Διωνύσοιο, PV L Διονύσοιο, οἵ. Iliad XI 35 and 
Dr. Leaf on the passage. The unique position of this -o1o and 
the doubt whether the final o can be elided * caused Hermann to 
read -ov. 

From stems in which o precedes the final o of the stem: νόου 


1 Epic -o1o has been placed under Arouic. It is both Aiolic and Ionic, 
The grammarians often regard this ending as Ionic and Thessalian, 6.9. Vat. 
zoo, Et. M. 618,;, Et. Gud. 420,,, An. Ox. I 3135) II 404,,; more frequently 
as Thessalian alone, cf. THESSALIAN, § 35. Sometimes τοῖο is referred to Ionic 
alone, e.g. Tzetz. Ex. Il. 96. Greg. Kor. § 22 cites MeveAdoo in the same 
breath with θείοιο. 

2 Lugebil in Fleckeisen’s Jahrb. Suppl. XII 216, Fick in his Odyssee, p. 29, 
Platt in Class. Rev. II 99, rightly hold that elision may take place, That the 
Thessalian gen. in -o: is a locative (Ebel in K. Z, XIII 446, G. Meyer, Gramm. 
§ 344; cf. Mahlow, Die Vocale A EO, p. 37, Stolz, Lat. Gramm. ὃ 83) has not 
yet been proved. Cf. Wilamowitz Hom. Unters. p. 321. 
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Theog. 223, Archil. 56;, καλλιρόου Anakr. 28. From stems in 
εο-: ἀργαλέου Mimn. 2,, 4,, Tyrt. 11ς. 


461.] Genitive Singular (Prose). 

Besides the regular forms in -ov we meet in the MSS. of Hdt. 
with -o1o and -ew, forms which are due to an erroneous concep- 
tion of the nature of the Herodoteian dialect. 

1. Epic -ovo in R in III 97 Καυκάσοιο. ἔρωτος ἀπρήκτοιο in 
Lukian, d. 8. 22, is from some poetical source. 

2. -ew, by transference from the A declension, in all MSS. 
Hdt. IV 147, 148 Μεμβλιάρεω, but -ov IV 147; as v.f. m VI 
102 Πεισιστράτεω, VIII 122 Kpoicew, V 32 Κλεομβρότεω, Βάττεω 
II 181, IV 159, 160, 162, 205. Τευτάμεω Herakl. 112 is from 
-ns (see Bywater, p. xii). 

Stobaios has vod in quoting Demokr. 13, and likewise Sim- 
plicius in Anaxag. 5. In Hdt. νόου VIII 97 occurs in all MSS. 
In VI 105, however, all the MSS. have etyov; and ἔσπλου is 
equally well attested in VI 33. περιρρόου I 174 without variant. 
Hdt. has ὀστέου IX 83. Upon Attic inscriptions we find θυηχόου 
Ο. I. A. III 244 (very late), but -χοῦ C. I. A. I 322 A 79, 95 
(409 B.C.) ; χρυσοχόου is found in Demosthenes. 

In Hippokrates and the later Ionists :— 
πλόου Arrian 37, 38, 40. πλοῦ Vita Hom. £8. 


παραπλοῦ Arrian 10, 25. 
- διέκπλου Arrian 22. 


νόου Euseb. Mynd. 19, 34. vod Aret. 79. 

mpovdov Kuseb. Mynd. τό. 

pdov Aret. 164, 302, &e. pod Aret. 210. 

περιρόου Hippokr. II 692. xatappod Hippokr. V 680. 


χειμαρρόου Arr. 38. 
Aevkoxpdov Aret. 114. 


462.| Dative Singular! (Inscriptions). 

I. τῶι 15. the regular form on all inscriptions, and is found 
everywhere, except in the few cases when -w and -o1 occur. 
ὑσώπωι] is to be read in Keos 43;, and not -w. χρυσῶι in Samos 
220, (346-45) is a form contrary to the rule that adjectives of 
material are uncontracted in Ionic when ε is followed by an ὁ 
sound. 

2. - In Attic « falls off from -o in the first century 8. ©. 
On Ionic soil -w is very rare and late. ᾿Ασκληπιῶ 67 Paros 
(period of the empire), ᾿Αδριανῶ Σεβαστῶ Ὀλυμπίω 101 Miletos, 
ἀργυρέω 129 Olbia (period of the empire), χρυσῶ Latyschev I 
No. 22,1, No. 57 (κοινή contraction), but χρυσέω 2.1. 1, No. 67. 


* Joh. Gr. 242 cites the Homeric ἀργυρέῳ, χρυσέῳ as Ionic. 


464. 
3. τοι. 


Eretrian Ionic about 400 Β. Ο. 


O DECLENSION. 


375 


The ending -w: became -οἱ in (a) Chalkidian and (8) 


No other section of the Ionic 


dialect has -οἱ (not a locative). Cf. the change of τῆι to -εἰ, § 239. 


A. In Chalkidian colonies : 


τοι 
π]ολέμοι Olynthos 8 A, (389- 
383 B.C.). 


“WL 


τῶι Olynthos ὃ A 2. 
τῶι κοινῶι Olynthos 8 B 4. 


τῶι δήμωι Amphip. 10,. 
τῶι UNC. 135. 


Β. Eretria and colonies : 
᾿Αμαρυν(θ)οῖ Eretria 15,.1(410- 
390 B.C.). 
tot tepot Hretria 15,,. 
év Tot tepot Oropos 187,, 4, 155195 


τῶι Eretria 14. 


Κηναίωι Eretria 15, - 

τῶι in No. 16 throughout. 
80» 42° 

éavrot Oropos 18,,. 

πετεύροι Oropos 18,45. 

Tot βουλομένοι Oropos 18,5. 

Tot κοιμητηρίοι Oropos 18,,. 

FOUAISO ΤΟΣ 455 46 


Cf. the locative -o: in Eleian, North-West Greek, Boiotian and Arkadian. 


463.| Dative Singular (Lyric Poets). 


Tyrtaios 12,, has dpyadéw, but in Mimn. 11, we find the 
Homeric χρυσέῳ (A 15) with synizesis ; Theog. 1052 has νόῳ, 
1088 καλλιρόφ. 


464.| Dative Singular (Prose). 


Nouns or adjectives with εἰ or o before the stem vowel o do 
not contract ε or o with that vowel in the MSS., e.g. κανέῳ Hat. 
I 119, πορφυρέῳ Ion I, νόῳ Hdt. III 41, 51, VIII 19, as 
Herakl. 91, Demokr. 57. But m IV 125, I 27, II 181, VII 
159 all or nearly all the MSS. have νῶι or νῶ, for which Stein 
reads νόῳ. 

χρυσοχόῳ occurs on an Attic inscription IT 652 B, τό (398 
B. C.), but i other words -οῳ has become -ῳ. 


In Hippokrates and the pseudo-Ionists : 


1 But this form may be a locative (cf. Hermes XXI 99), as Ἰσθ]μοῖ Thasos Rob. 
I 24. Cf. similar forms in treaties in Thukydides. 

2 No. 18 dates either from 411-402 B.c., or from the period between the 
Peace of Antalkidas and 377 B.c. ἐν To? iepot is scarcely a locative, as G. 
Meyer, Gramm. § 350 suggests. 
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πλόῳ Arrian 23, Hippokr. ep. 


1724: Ἔ 

νόῳ Kuseb. Mynd. νῷ Luk. Astr. 15. 

pdm Luk. Syr. 8, περιρόῳ Hip- περιρρῷ Hippokr. V 730. 
pokr., Aret. χειμάρρῳ Arr. 24, 39. 


διπλῷ Aret., τριπλῷ Abyd. 


The hyper-Ionic αὐτέῳ appears in some MSS., Hdt. I 133, 
where Athenaios has αὐτῷ, ef. § 563. 


465.| Accusative Singular ᾿ (Inscriptions). 


In the stems in -00 we have π[ρ]όχουν Naukr., Bechtel =139 A, 
ef. Q 304; ἔκπλουν and ἔσπλουν Eryth. 202,, Iasos, J. H. δ. IX 
341, 342. 

In the adj. inflection ἁλοργοῦν Samos 220,,, 5), εὔνουν Olbia 
C. I. G. 205914, λινοῦν 220.,, o7, but according to the rule 
Tonic χρύσεον 220,,, as Zeleia 114 EH, Olbia 129,,, Aphro- 
disias 254 (Roman), also Latyschev I 50, 54, 57, 64 (post 
Christum). 


466.| Accusative Singular (Lyric Poets). 


Theog. 1267 has νόον, but εὔνουν or ἔννουν 641 in all MSS. 
Wordsworth read εὔνοον since Theognis prefers a dactyl to a 
spondee in the fourth foot. The same poet has νοῦν 350, 898 
(cf. Hesiod, frag. 222). Archil. has νόον 78, tetr., 89, epod. and 
so Sim. Amorg. 7, despite νόος 1,; Solon 27,, νοῦν. Herodas 2,, 
has διπλόον, but in 24, διπλοῦν ; νοῦν 1,5, ἄνουν 3.,. Mimn., has 
ῥόον 114. 

We find μυδάλεον in Archil. 182, ἀργαλέον in Mimn. 110» 55, 
Tyrtaios ῥιγαλέον 11.., Theog. ἀφνεόν 188, 559. 


467.| Accusative Singular (Prose). 


Nouns and adjectives with εἰ or o before the stem vowel o do 
not usually suffer contraction with that vowel in the MSS. of 
Herodotos, 6.9. πλόον Il 175, νόον III 21, I 27, Demokr. 59, 
Herakl. 16, Pherek. 60, πρόνοον Hdt. III 36, διπλόον VI 104, 
ἀντίξοον VI 7, VII 49. χοῦν is contracted in all MSS. Hadt. 
I 185, IL 150, VII 23 and φλοῦν III 98 (Attic φλέως) 3. In III 
2% where most MSS. have χρυσοῦν, R has χρυσόν, which is 
adopted by Stein. Holder adopts Schaefer’s χρύσεον. φοινίκεον 
appears in IX 22. Attic has both φοινικοῦν and φοινικιοῦν. 


In Hippokrates and the later Ionists the open forms prevail :— 


' Greg. Kor. § 71 νόον, ῥόον. 
2 Cf. Fritsch, V. H. D. 46. 
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πλόον Luk. Syr.7, Arrian23 and πλοῦν Arr. 21, 33, Vita Hom. 
often, Hippokr. ep. 174). 17, 29. 
παράπλουν Arr. 32, 39. 
σύμπλουν Vita Hom, 17. 
νόον Luk. Syr. 26, Abyd. 9, Hip- 
pokr. II 230, 111228, Sis wene 
evpoov Aret. 248, &e. σύρρουν Arr. 43. 
χειμάρρουν Arr. 39. 
δύσπνοον Hippokr. V 590. 
ἄπνοον Hippokr. III 68. 
εὔπνοον Hippokr.V 668, II 148, 
348, 368, Aret. 202, &e. 
axpoov Hippokr. III 252. ἄχρουν Aret. 144. 
evxpoov Aret. 266. 
ὁμόχροον Hippokr. V 674, II 
156. 
διπλόον Aret. 205, Hippokr. IT διπλοῦν Arr. 33. 
44, IIT 184. 
ἄθροον Hippokr. and Aret. often. 
πολύθροον Abyd. 5. 
ἀντίξοον Luk. Astr. 12. ἀντίξουν Aret. 58, 
χοῦν Arr. 13. 
δικροῦν Hippokr. V 634. 
468.| Vocative Singular. 
The vocative form proper occurs very ἐν in Herodotos. 
Whereas the Athenians, according to Gregor. Korinth. p. 117, 
said ὦ φίλος, Hdt. has a ξεῖνε, &e., in Many passages. 


469.| Nominative Plural. 

The nom. pl. has -o. or -a. Xenoph. 3; αὐχαλέοι, but γηράλεοι 
occurs in Anakr. 43, (cf. ἁρπαλέα Mimn. 1,). Hdt. has ἀθρόοι, 
σόοι (σόαι, σόων, σόα), κατάρροοι Hippokr. 11 18, ἄπνοοι Aret. 105, 
βραδύπνοοι Aret. 122, δύσπνοοι Hippokr., AR eis Aret., χρόοι 
Hippokr., Aret., ἁπλοῦ Aret., but εὐήκοοι, ὀξυήκοοι, λιθόξοοι, 
atedox dou Aret., ἐλαφρόνοοι Phokyl. 9. 

Hdt. contracts in διπλᾶ IL 148, VIII 87, while Aretaios has 
εὔπνοα, εὔροα and dikpoa; Hippokrates varies between εὔχρω and 
evxpoa. ἁπλᾶ is found in Aretaios, διπλᾶ, τριπλᾶ and ἀθρόα in 
Hippokr., ἀντίξοα in Luk. Astroé. 2. Hdt. has I 94 ἐπίπλοα, 
but ra ἔπιπλα furniture from ἔπιπλος, cf. δίπλος Empedokl. 62, 
δίκρος Aischylos, fr. 47. ὀστέα Hdt. I 67, 11 41, &c., Hippokr. 
1Π 534. 

Hdt. has δεσμά VI οἱ from δεσμός. 


470.| Genitive Plural (Inscriptions). 
The only noteworthy case is xév<xof-wy Keos 43, (towards 
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the end of the fifth century), a genuine Ionic form, though the 
inscription contains one instance of Atticism. χοῦς originally 
belonged to this declension. The Argolic accus, was χῶν Athen. 
365 D. Hippokr. has χοεῖ, χοέα from χοεύς, but forms of the 
build of χοός χοΐ do not occur in Tonie. 


471.| Genitive Plural (Lyric Poets). 


ὀστέων Archil. 84, as Trach. 769, Orest. 404, Acharnians 12.26 
(lyr.) and Plato Phaddo 98 C, D. 


472.| Genitive Plural (Prose). 


The genitive plural in -ewv, which belongs exclusively to the 
A declension, has been forced upon the masculine and neuter 
genitive of αὐτός and οὗτος. These forms were created by the 
scribes inserting an ε which they thought gave the proper 
dialectal colour’, These forms are not to be defended on any 
ground whatsoever ; and have been rejected by Gaisford, Bredow, 
Stem, and others. Good MSS. give very frequently the proper 
forms, but even when the masculine and neuter αὐτέων and 
τουτέων rest upon the authority of all the MSS. of Hadt., 
they are to be rejected*. In Hippokrates we find the same 
delusion attested by the MSS., but αὐτῶν and τούτων have 
been restored by Ermerins. Oftentimes the cause of the false 
form seems to have been the presence of a correct -ewy in 
a neighbouring word, 6. 5. σφέων αὐτέων Hdt. IX 96, ἡμέων 
αὐτέων IV 114°. 

Apollonios (de Pronomine 123 A) says: ὃν τρόπον τὸ νυμφέων 
διαιρεῖται, τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον Kal τὸ αὐτέων, ὁπότε θηλυκὸν σημαίνει. 
καὶ ἔτι αὐτάων. This cannot be strained to mean that Apollonios 
accepted a masculine and a neuter αὐτέων and τουτέων. 

Other instances of the adventitious « in Hdt. are: Σουσέων in 
all MSS. V 35, Θεσσαλέων found in the Aldine edition V 64, 
γλουτέων IV g in Rvs, πυρέων 11 36 in the Aldine edition, &e. 
Kallimachos went a step further in affixing the termination -aev 
to fem. names of the O declension (νησάων, ψηφάων). Kirchhoff 
conjectures that the source of this error is to be found in pseudo- 
Hesiodic Aspis v. 7: βλεφάρων τ᾽ ἀπὸ κυανεάων. 

In the genitive plural of nouns and adjectives with ε or ὁ 
before -wv, ε or o is not contracted with -ων, 6. δ. :---συμπλόων 
TIL 41, σόων in Hdt., ἁπλῶν, διπλῶν Aretaios. The Vita Hom. 36 
has συμπλόων. πλόων in Xenophon RK. A. 1 20, εὐνόων in Thuk. 
VI 64 will hardly stand. 


1 Lukian makes Hdt. use τουτέων (de domo 20). 
* In VII 124 Stein has retained τουτέων. 
* Bredow’s defence of αὐτέων 1V 114 (page 245) cannot be accepted. 
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478.| Dative Plural! (Inscriptions). 


On inscriptions we meet with two forms of the dative plural, 
τοισι and -οις. 


I. -οἱσι.- 


Olynthos 8 A 4 ἀλλήλοισι, Kyzikos 108 B 2 τοῖσιν, τοῖσιν 
ἐκγόνοισιν 108 Β 3, τούτοισιν τοῦ B 8, Teos Τηίοισιν 156 A 2, 
᾿Ανθεστηρίοισιν 156 B 31-32, ᾿Ηρακλείοισιν 156 B 33, Δίοισιν 
156 B 34 (this inscription has no case of -οις), [ΔΊ]7ιοσκούρο[ uo 
257, found at Naukratis, μύθοισι epigr. in Latyschev II 171. 
Of these examples those from Kyzikos must be set down as 
archaistic, since the inscription is scarcely earlier than the first 
century B.c. and full of inaccuracies. The inscription from 
Olynthos contains the latest (389-383 B.c.) genuine example of 
τοῖσι on Tonic soil*. The assertion of Karsten, p. 32, that -ous 
is a peculiarity of Euboian Ionic, and -οὐσι a peculiarity of the 
‘severior Ias’ falls to the ground. 


2. τοις. 

All other Ionic inscriptions have τοῖς. Even in Olynthos No. 
8, where (line 4 A) we found ἀλλήλοισι, the form ἀμφοτέροις 
occurs. But this is the only example of the coexistence of the 
two forms, such as meets us on the Attic prose inscriptions of 
the fifth century. All the other inscriptions of Euboian Ionic 
have -ous, e.g. Oropos 18, Kyme Rob. 1 174. In Teos 158 and 
Mitth. XVI 292, Keos 43, we find only -ous ; so too in Miletos 
100 (which dates from the first half of the fourth century). Chios 
174 unfortunately contains no examples of the dative plural. 
Halik. 240 has τοῖς and other datives in -os, but is not free 
from younger forms. While Halik. 238, proves that the Ionic 
of the fifth century possessed a form τοῖς, it does not disprove 
the correctness of τοῖσι in literature, as Fritsch opines. No 
genuine case of τοῖσι appears. On the analogy of τῶν for τέων, 
τοῖσι might have become τοῖς before -οὐσι in the noun became 
τοις. But as in Attika we have both τοῖσι and τοῖς in the fifth 
century, so there is no reason why the forms should not coexist 
in Jonic. τοῖς is found early in the fifth century in Attika 
(elas 1:8), 

Adjectives in -eos do not contract -εοις, 6. 2. χρυσέοις Olbia, 
Latyschev I No. 22, (post Christum). 


1 -o1o1 Greg. K. 2, Meerm. 663 (τοῖς ἀνθρώποισι), Joh. Gr. 239 B, 241 B, An. 
Ox. I 331,, An. Par. III 319,, Par. 681=An. Bachm. II 370, (τοῖσι; τουτέοισι). 

2 The latest examples in Attic are ᾿Αθηναίοισιν Ο. 1. A. 301 A 7 (434 B.C.), 
and ὅσοισιν Ο. I. A. 11 5703, (403 B.¢.). 

3 In Attic inscriptions -οἱσιὶ and -os are found up to 444 B.c., after which 
the former disappears (see note 2). In C.I.A. I 2 (before 456) both forms are 
found upon the same inscription. 
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474.| Dative Plural (Lyric Poets). 

As in the inscriptions, so in the lyric poets we find both -οισι 
and -os. Cf. Renner, Curtius’ Studien 11, 208 ff., Fick, B. B. 
IX 207, XI 255 ff. 

I. τοῖσι. 

Archilochos: χαρτοῖσίν re, κακοῖσιν ἀσχάλα 66, tetr., ἀστοῖσι 
94, epod., ἀνηκέστοισι κακοῖσιν 9,» μύροισι 31, θεοῖσι 55, βοστρύ- 
χοισι 58, ἀμηχάνοισι 66,, δοκοῖσιν 66.ς, ἀνθρώποισι 70,, τοῖσι 749» 
καθαροῖσιν 12>. 

Simonides of Amorgos: ξείνοισιν 710» θύννοισι, κωβιοῖσι 15, 
μύροισι 16,, ἀνθρώποισιν I, 791; κἀγαθοῖσιν 110; πολλοῖσι Tyg, 
βροτοῖσι 1.:; τέκνοισιν 7ς,; ἐχθροῖσιν... φίλοισι 75,, βαρυκτύποισι 
1749, ἀνθέμοισιν 7.ς; ἄλλοισι Fog, πορδακοῖσιν 21. 

Hipponax: σησάμοισι 56., τούτοισι 14,, κηρίοισιν 36ς, κακοῖσι 
43,, Δυδίοισιν ἐν χοροῖσι ΟἹ, τριοῖσι 51, Ταργηλίοισιν 475, 
σπλάγχνοισιν 40, ἀλλήλοισιν 53, γνάθοισι 62 with the MSS. 
and Hiller (Bergk γνάθοις). 

Mimnermos: ἵπποισίν τε 125. 

Herodas: ἱροῖσιν 49,, ᾿Αβδήροισιν 253, τοῖσι προ[ ὑ]νίκοισι 
2.5» Τοῖς σφύροισι Fea, κακοῖσι 7104- 

Anakreon : ἀστοῖσι 15,, ξένοισι 84, μηροῖσι 164 (Bergk μηροῖς). 

Solon: ἀνθρώποισι 23, 17, 384, δεσμοῖσί τ᾽ ἀεικελίοισι δεθέντες 
4.5; ἀμφοτέροισιν 5ς; ἐχθροῖσι 13,, νούσοισιν 136), ἀνέμοισι, ἀργα- 
λέοισιν 1345, τοῖσι 12ς» 45» 373) θνητοῖσι 124,5» 247, Σολίοισι 101» 
φίλοισιν 21:, ἐρατοῖσιν 251; θεοῖσιν 35, ἐναντίοισιν 372, Φακοῖσι 
383. 

Theognis : very often. 


2. τοῖς. 
To forms followed by a consonant I have appended the next 
word. Forms at end of verse are indicated by a|. The usual 


place of occurrence is in the middle and end of the pentameter, 
rarely the end of the hexameter. 

Archilochos : ἀνθρώποις 62, δεινοῖς 65, θνητοῖς μελέτη 15 (some 
MSS. βροτοῖς). -οἷς is here in an hexameter,which is a cause for 
suspicion. Fick thinks that if πάντα βροτοῖσι πόνος is not correct 
the verse is not Archilocheian. θνητοῖς 70,, ὁκοίοις 70, tetr., 
μηροῖς 72. tetr. (the verse is incomplete), τοῖς θεοῖς τίθει 56 tetr. 
(Ahrens τοῖσι θεοῖσι τίθετε, Renner’s τοῖσι θεοῖς 1s objectionable), 
κακοῖς | 65 (κακῶς Fick). 
᾿ Simonides of Amorgos: κακοῖς 10,» μύροις 7,4» δασκίοις 14, 
ὀφθαλμοῖς ἰδεῖν 7.., δόμοις ἰδών 7.0 (no F), ἀπλύτοις τ’ 7; (MSS. 
-tos, Meineke ἀπλύτοισ᾽ ἐν), ἀνθρώποις γέλως. 774, where Arsen. 
πᾶσιν ἀστοῖσι, τοιούτοις θυμόν 7:0 (Ahrens τοιοῦτον θυμόν with 
Ailian ; Fick ejects the verse). 

Hipponax: φαρμάκοις | tr. 8, in A Βὶ (φάρμακοι, conjectured by 
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Bergk, is adopted by Fick), ἐν γνάθοις κεκινέαται 62, (MSS. τοῖσι 
γνάθοισι, see Bergk ad loc.), σκιράφοις 86. 

Ananios: ἐν δόμοις πολλόν 3, trim. (ten Brink and Ahrens ἐν 
δόμῳ συχνόν, cf. Hippokr. IT 22, 36; Suidas has χρυσὸς συχνὸς 
ἤγουν πολύς). - 

Herodas: τοῖς te 359, τοῖς καμοῦσιν 5μ; τοῖς σφύροισι 5, 
δικτύοις κεῖνται 3.0» καλοῖς ἐπ᾽ ἱροῖς ταῖσδε 4ςς; δέννοις εἰ (Ὁ) 7104. 
ἀνωνύμοις ταύταις 614, ἀνθρώποις [1,.; 515, Βρικινδήροις | 257, 
ξείνοις | 29,. 

Anakreon: Θαλυσίοις 13, καλοῖς] 634, ὕμνοις] 63:1, κεχρημένοις | 
eae» ξείνοις, ἔασον 57, πολυανθέμοις 653, ξένοισι μειλιχίοις ἐοικότες 

4. 

Mimnermos: τοῖς ἴκελοι 23 (ἴκελος has no F in the Ionic lyric), 
Avypois | 7,, referred to Theognis (cf. 795) by Fick. 

Xenophanes: εὐφήμοις μύθοις καὶ καθαροῖσι λόγοις | 1.4; a note- 
worthy line because of the freer use of -o1s in the second foot of 
the pentameter before a consonant (cf. Tyrt. 4,), πρὸς τοῖς | 75. 

Tyrtaios: μικροῖς κουριδίῃ τος, ὀφθαλμοῖς καί τοις; μεγάλοις 
βάλλετε χερμαϑίοις | 1156- 

Theognis: θεοῖς σπένδεις 490 (Evenos of Paros?). Fick 
suggests (B. 8. XIII 173) θεῷ from an incorrect reading of 
@EOISTIENAEIS, since o denoted ὦ in the old Parian alphabet. 
ποις before a consonant in hexameters, a divergence from the 
usual earlier use, occurs in £45, 545, 653, 897, 1027. 

The old epic poet Asios of Samos has μεγάροις τέκεν 2, 
καλοῖς | 135, and δεσμοῖς |13,. The Halikarnassian Panyassis has 
ἐσθλοῖς δέ 13143 θοοῖς διά 15. 

Solon: before a vowel—rois ἀδίκοις ἀμφιτίθησι 454, ἀδίκοις 
ἔργμασι 4,,, 1312 (Solon has no F here), τοῖς 54, 1353, Ovnrots 
13169 749 Φίλοις, ἐχθροῖσι 13,, αὐτοῖς 15, ὀφθαλμοῖς 34, tetr. 

efore a consonant—éy συνόδοις, τῆς ἄδικ᾽ ἐστὶ φίλα 4o, Where 
the MSS. have for the second part of the pentameter τοῖς 
ἀδικοῦσι φίλοις (Fick 70°), τοῖσι νῳτέροις, δρᾶσαι 37, trim, 
according to Bergk (the numerous conjectures all have -οις), μεγά- 
λοις πᾶσιν 7 (referred by Fick to Theognis, cf. 799 ff.), μή τι 
θεοῖς τούτων 11; (τι om. Sitzler, Fick, who read θεοῖσι). At the 
verse end is found ἀστοῖς ΤΟΙ. 

We have seen above § 451 that the forms in -a.s, though rare, 
are not to be rejected. The same holds good in the case of -ovs. 


In the later elegy τοις is very common. In Evenos, Kritias, Dionys. 
Chalkos, Plato, it usually occurs in the same place in the verse as in the 
earlier elegists. Plato 12, is, however, an exception (fifth part of the hexa- 
meter). 


475.| Dative Plural (Prose). 
κοισι is found in Hekat. e.g. 135, 172, 173 (τοῖσι), Pherek. 


΄- 
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Leros λίθοισιν (44); Herakleitos 114 has rots and 11 Δελφοῖς 
before a vowel in each case. 

Demokritos as handed down in Stobaios has -o.ot in 6. 7. 10, 
11, 13, 27, 168 (οἷσιν), 184 (τοῖς ἄλλοις ζώοισι in Stob.), 193, 
197, 202, 205, 213 (τοῖς xpnoroiow), 215, (but τοῖς 215,), 236 
(τοῖς πόνοισι»); 102, 122, 138 (Demokrates), The article 
generally appears in the shorter form, but Stobaios has τοῖσι 
in 13, 47 (relative), 193 (τοῖσιν ἀνοήτοισιν), 197, 158 (Demo- 

rates). 

In ἘΝ of Lampsakos frag. 9 there are two cases of -ovs 
before a vowel, one of rots before a consonant. Protagoras has 
τοῖσι πολλοῖσι. 

In Herodotos but few cases of -οἱς occur, and these are due to 
copyists’ errors, e.g. αὐτοῖς in C I 86; the same form in Hekat. 
175 (before a vowel in each case). τοῖσδε occurs III 36 in all 
MSS. In the same chapter τοῖσιδε τοῖσι ἔπεσι where all the 
MSS. except P C have τοῖσδε, and & has τοῖς for τοῖσι. In VI 
110 ἀγγείοις τὸ was formerly read, but is now dropped, being 
found only in sz. 

In Hippokrates and Aretaios and in the imitators of Herodotos 
-o.ot prevails though the MSS. vary constantly. 0 has τοῖσδ᾽ in 
Hippokr. VIII 50 (v.2. τοισίδε, τοῖσιν δέ). Arrian’s Ind. has 
four times as many cases of -οἱσι as of -οις. The Vita Homert 
has on the other hand forty-one cases of -ovs to two of -οισι. 
Lukian’s Vit. auct. has τοῖς ἐκεῖ σοφοῖσι 3, but τοῖσδεσι τοῖσιν 
εἰρημένοισι 5. Of the -οἰς forms τοῖς is the one most common. 
On the relation of the inscriptional τοῖς to the τοῖσι of literature, 
see § 473, 2, and cf. Gomperz’ Apologie d. Heilkunst, p. 189. 


476.| Accusative Plural. 


BapBapOTs Teos 156 B 26-27 is noticeable from the fact that it 
is the only early inscription which has OY to express the spurious 
diphthong. 

In the lyric poets we find οἰδαλέους Arch. 9,. 

In Hat. we find ἀντιξόους VII 150 (-ovs A B’ Cd, cf. δορυξός in 
Attic) and so VII 192; Demokr. 215 has ὁμονόους, Aretaios 279 
has evpdovs. ὀστέα Hdt. I 67, 11 41, &e. 


The ‘ Attic Declension’ in Tonice. 


477.| Forms of the so-called Attic declension occur sporadically 
even in Doric, 6. 7. upon an inscription from Kos we find τέλεως, 


1 


πρὸς τοΐσδεσσιν in 6 in VIII 358, 268, 372, 308. 
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τέλεων, TéeAew). In Ionic there is ample testimony to their 
presence. 

Nouns formed from λεώς : 

Nomin.: ᾿Αρκεσίλεως Styra 19,,, Hdt. IV 1602, ’Avagirews 
Miletos 93, Hdt. VI 23, Mevédews II 119 (v.2. -deos II 116), 
Περίλεως IX 103, Στησίλεως VI 114, Χαρίλεως IIL 145, Thas. 
(L.) 4 B 6, ἩἩγέλεως Keos 44 B 5, Κριτόλεως Smyrna 1534, 
᾿Αρτυσίλεως Thas. 78 Ο 8, Φανόλεως Thas. (L.) 4 B 7, Κρατιστό- 
Aews 6 B 2, Λυσίλεως 7 A 9, Πυθόλεως το B 48, 

Genit.: Φανόλεω Thasos 75 A 4, Thasos (L.) 8 B 12, cf. 15 
C 6, Πρηξίλεω Thasos 75 A 7, Εὐρύλεω 78 C 4, ᾿Αναξίλεω Thasos 
75 B 5, ᾿Αδίλεω Thasos (L.) 8,,, ᾿Αριστόλεω Maroneia, Head, 
H. Ν. 216, Θερσέλεω Paros 60, (epigr.). In Hdt. ᾿Αρκεσίλεω IV 
160, 161, ᾿Αρχέλεω VII 204, ᾿Αναξίλεω VIII 131, ᾿Ἡγησίλεω 
VII 204, VIII 131, Ἱἱππόλεω IV 53, Νικόλεω VII 134, Πρωτε- 
σίλεω 1X 116, Χαρίλεω VIII 131. Jon 1 has ‘Epynoirew. 

Dat.: Μενέλεῳ Hat. II 118, in a passage cited by Gree. Kor. 
(p. 469) as having -λάῳ; V 94 (Aldus -Adw), VIL 169 where 
Wesseling’s reading has been adopted by Holder (-λεω Rvs, 
-λάου 4 δ); red 11 124 (Aaw Rvs, ἄλλωι 4 8). 

Accus.: λεών Hekat. in An. Ox. I 265,,4, Zeleia 114 E 6, 
Hdt. I 22, VIII 136, 11 129 (λεώ ABR); in TV 148 all MSS. 
have λαόν, in V 42 λαόν rz, ληόν reliqui; Μενέλεων IL 113, 
118, Πρωτεσίλεων IX 116, Apxecitkewy TV 160. Νικόλαν VII 137 
is not an Ionian. In the nom. pl. Hdt. V 68 has ᾿Αρχέλαοι. 

The lyric poets are unacquainted with λεώς. Archil. 79 has 
Xapidae, Ἰόλαος 119,, and the Homeric, but non-Ionic, Adds ® 
oceurs in the elegy Kallinos 1,,, Xenoph. 2,;, Tyrt. 11,,, Theog. 
53, 776, 781. See § 140, 4 and 160, where other instances of 
λαός, especially in proper names upon inscriptions, are cited, The 
progenitor of λεώς is Ands Hipponax 88 which however came into 
existence long before the sixth century. 

Other forms in Hdt. of the ‘Attic’ declension are: "Adws VII 
22, Μίνως I 171, πάτρως 11 133, Νεκῶς IL 158, Mavepés II 79, 
Ivdpos VIL 7, Τέως I 142, 11 178; (Gen.) “Adw VII 22 (ef. 
Chandler, Accent. § 547), Μίνω 1171, Νεκῶ II 158, Ναθῶ 11 165, 
ἅλω Hippokr. I 598; (Dat.) πάτρῳ VI 103, Τέῳ I 170; (Accus.) 
“Adwov VI 44, Μίνων VII 171 (Lukian dstr. 20 Μίνω), πάτρων 


1 Bechtel, Gott. Nachr. 1890, 33. 

* Homeric ᾿Αρκέσσιος (sic) is the clip-name of this word. 

* For Χίλεος Hdt. 1X 9, Plutarch has XefAews. Im many cases the MSS. of 
Hat. have variants in -Aeos ; cf. Bredow, p. 169. 

* Σημειωτέον δὲ ὅτι οὐχ ἁπλῶς τὸν ὄχλον πημαίνει, ἀλλὰ τὸν ὑποτεταγμένον᾽" 
Ἕκαταῖος γὰρ τὸν Ἡρακλέα τοῦ Εὐρυσθέως λεὼν λέγει, καίτοι ἕνα ὄντα. 

> Cf. Eust. Od. β 242 ἐκ τοῦ ληὸς ὃ λαός (!) οὗ μέμνηται Ἡρακλείδης - - - - οὕπω 
δὲ ἣν ἐπὶ “Ouhpov ἐν χρήσει τὸ ληὸς 6 λαός. An. Ox. 1 265 τὸ λαὸς ἄτρεπτος ἔμεινε 
παρ᾽ Ὁμήρῳ, καίτοι τῇ μεταγενεστέρᾳ ᾿Ιάδι τραπέν, Andy Hipponax. 


- 
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IV 76, IX 78, Nexév II 152, Σαβακῶν 11 137, 152, Τέων I 170, 
Τυφῶ III 5, but Τυφῶν 11 156, Τυφῶνα 11 144, βούκερων 11 41 ; 
(Accus. pl.) δίμνεως V 77 (accented -éws in the MSS.). 


Hadt. has Κέον VIII 76 (τῆς Ξαλαμινίης), but Kas 1144, KG IX 76. On Μίνωος, 
see § 524. ἥρων is found Hdt. I 167! (also in Sophron), but ἥρωα ΤΙ 143, VI 
69, μήτρωα IV 8o. 


ἰέρεως. With igpews Miletos 100, (of the fourth century), cf. 
Hat. II 37 ἀρχιέρεως ABC corr., -ιερέως Cpr, ἀρχιερεύς in dz 
and -ιρεύς in P, Stein reading ἀρχιερεύς. Inasmuch as we have 
a genitive ἱέρεω in inscriptions from Milesian colonies (igpew Olbia 
12855, 93) 59, and Tomoi 136,,) this ἰέρεως upon an inscription of 
the metropolis is to be regarded as a nominative in -ews (Bechtel, 
Nachrichten Gott. Gesell. Wiss. 1886, No. 11, p. 378), and not as 
a mistake for ἱερεύς as has been held. Herodian I 245,,, Bekker 
An. 449.,, 1197 recognize an Attic nom. ἱέρεως. Cf. ἀρχιέρεων 
Plato Laws XII 947 A. On iépews for ἱερεύς as a special mark 
of the Milesian dialect, see § 11. 


Dittenberger (Syll., No. 376, note 4)” suggests that ἱέρεως was abstracted 
from ἀρχιέρεως which contains the stem -repyu- enlarged by o, -tepno becoming 
-tepew, a8 in the case of ἡμιέκτεων«Ἴβον, from ἑκτεύς, ὀρεωκόμος « ὀρηβο-. 
ἱρωσύνη occurs in Hdt. III 142. Bechtel l. 1. holds that fepéw is from *fepye 
(cf.”Apew Archil. 48) the genitive of the nom. fepjs found in Arkado-Kyprian. 
To this genitive a new nominative ἱερέως (thus accented) was eventually 
formed. The latter theory is correct only if the existence of an ἡ declension, 
allied to that of yv, ev and es stems, can be proved *. The preferable explana- 
tion therefore is that of Dittenberger. 


πλέως is found in the MSS. of Archil. 58 (Bergk πλέος, see 
§ 478), ἵλεως Hrd. 4,5, ἵλεω 4η- 


478. | Some words in Ionic not inflected according to the 
‘Attic’ declension, 


Aayds and κάλος appear to be the Herodoteian forms for λαγώς, 
κάλως. ‘The MSS. vary constantly as regards the former word. 
Hipponax 36 has λαγώς (ace. pl.), Meineke -ovs, Anan. 5, λαγῶν 
(gen. pl.) ; Homeric is λαγωός +. 

πλέος, πλέη, πλέον are the Herodoteian forms, found also in 


Ktesias. Archil. 58 has πλέως changed by Bergk. In Anakr. 94 


1 Schol. V on 1]. XIII 428 ἥρων τινὲς ᾿Αττικῶς - - -. 

2 Also Philol. Anzeiger XVI 73, Indes lect. Hal. 1889/90, p. iv. 

* Doric Τιμοκρηῦν Telos in Cauer 169 C 3, Ἑρμοκρηῦν 169 C 5, 6 = Τιμοκρέων, 
&e. were formerly assumed to exemplify the reverse of a process by which 
Ἐϊερηύς became not only fepeds, but also ἱερής and ἱερεύς. 

* Cf. schol. on Nikand. Alex. 465: λαγωοῦ - - - - - - - καὶ Ἱππῶναξ μνημονεύει 
(frag. 123); also Anecd. Par. IV 2452ε: τὸ δὲ λαγωός (Homeric) Ἰωνικόν ἐστι. 
Cf. Trypho frag. 13 (Velsen), Eust. 182155, Renner in Curtius’ Stud. I 1, 210, 
Fick, B. B. XI 268, Solmsen K. Z, XXIX 109. 
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(eleg.) we find πλέῳ. Once, in the Odyssey v 355, we meet with 
epic πλέον, in the same line with πλείη. 

It has generally been assumed that the name of Amphiaraos 
was declined according to the Attic declension. In Hdt. there 
are however indications to the contrary. ᾿Αμφιάρεω Hekat. 340, 
Hat. I 49, 92, IIT οἱ, but in VIII 134 R has -peos, Aldus -paos : 
᾿Αμφιάρεῳ 1 52, ᾿Αμφιάρεων I 46 (but -peov Aldus, -ρηον Ac). In 
Oropos 18, we meet with ’Audiapdov! which is due to the in- 
fluence of ἀράομαι. Wackernagel has shown (K. Ζ. XXVII 265) 
that the original form is * Αμφιάρηξος, from which arose Attic 
᾿Αμφιάρεως and Ionic ᾿Αμφιάρεος. Cf. Τυνδαρέου A 298, w 199, 
Tlavdapéov τ 518, v 66% from *Tuvdidpnfos. Hdt. II 112 has 
Τυνδάρεω which is Attic like the forms of ’Aydidpews above. 
᾿Αρχηνάρεως quoted by Wackernagel from a Thasiote inscription 
(Thas. (L.) 4 B 2) is now read ᾿Αρχῆναξ Τιμοπεί[θεος]. 

Stein adopts the forms ἀξιόχρεος IV 126, ἀξιοχρέου V 111, 
ἀξιόχρεον I 156, where several MSS. have -xpews, -ypew, -xpewr : 
ἀξιόχρεα V 65 makes it probable that he is correct though the 
evidence for -ypews is strong. Hippokrates has didxpeo.. Cf. 
Bredow, p. 137, Renner, p. 219. If ἀξιόχρεος is Herodoteian, 
ἵλεος may be so too, cf. ὃ 139. 

Adjectives derived from γῆ have -ya.os, not -yews, 6. 9. ὑπόγαιος, 
KaTayatos, μεσόγαιος, βαθύγαιος in Hdt., μεσόγαιος Arrian 22. 
ξανθόγεως in Lukian Syr. dea 8 is not an Ionic formation. 
See Merzdorf, Curtius’ Stud. IX 236. Compounds of ναός : 
ἀείναος Hdt. 1 145, not deivws, ἀείναον 1 93. Hdt. has vyds? 1 
183, VI το. ναόν in Ionic inscriptions, Priene 142 (334 8.0.), and 
Phanagoreia 165 (latter half of fourth century). After 250 B.c. 
we find in Attic inscriptions ναός : before that date in prose monu- 
ments veds. In νεωποίας Eph. 147,;, Halik. 240,, νεωποιήσαντες 
Samos 222, vewxdpov Orop. 18,, we have the latter form. vade 
occurs in the Delian register, δ, C. H. VI 29 (1), dating from the 
second century: ναοῦ VI 53 (236), but νεωκορίωι VI 53 (235-6). 


479,| Other forms, chiefly of the O Declension. 

δένδρον in Hdt. I 193, III τοῦ, δένδρεον IV 22, 23, but 
δένδρος accus. VI 79, δένδρεσι 11 138, δένδρεα I 17, 193, Hekat. 
173, δενδρέων I 202, IT 32. In Hippokr. VII 516, 518, 526, 
528 we meet with forms of the O declension, but δένδρει 526, 
δένδρεσι 528. In the pseudo-Hippokratic ep. 13, δένδρα (δένδρεα 
sec. man.). Lukian Syr. dea 49 δενδρέων, Arrian 7, 11 (-εἴ), 22, 


1 Cf. ᾿Αμφιάραος upon Attic vases K. Ζ. XXIX 416; cf. C.I.A. IT 162 Ο 21; 
i, 27; ViSe d 
ub Bpidpecoy A 403 is changed by Wackernagel to -εον. Especially noteworthy 
is Bpidpyo in Ibykos 45. 
* νηόν Tzetzes Ex. 1]. 97,5. 
4 Cf. Greg. Kor. p. 61, Eust. on Γ' 152. 
cc 
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27, 32 δένδρεα and δενδρέων. In an inscription from Keos we 
have δένδρα ἥμερα, whereas Hdt. IV 21 has ἡμέρων δενδρέων, cf. 
VIII i115. The stem devdpv- (Attic δένδρει, δένδρεσι) has in 
New Ionic succumbed to the influence of the sigmatic stem, 
which in Attic generated δένδρη (δένδρα). 

δάκρυον Hdt. IL 96; δάκρυ sometimes in Homer. 

gvdaxés? Q 566 and so almost always in Hdt. φυλακόν in a 
metrical inscription 141,;, which however for other reasons is not 
evidence for the dialect. On the forms from φύλαξ, see § 549. 

vids in Hdt. has υἱοῦ, &c., except υἱέας IV 84. The inscrip- 
tions know no other inflection than that in 0. Simonides of 
Keos (249) is said to have used a nom. iis; but ef. Hdn. on E 
266. 


πολλός and πολύς. Hdt. adopts the former form with scarcely 
an exception (πολύν II 121 ὃ, III 57, πολύ VI 72, and adverbial 
πολύ III 38, VII 46, 160), πουλύς πουλύ have no support worth 
mentioning in the MSS. of Hdt. In compounds Hdt. has πολυ-. 
Herakleitos and Demokritos have πολλός : πολύ in Herakleitos 
gI is a conjecture. In the poets πολλός is well attested. 
Lukian? and Arrian follow well in the wake of Herodotos, 
except in five passages where πολύ has forced its way in: Syr. 3, 
Ind. 4, 8, 29, 40. The Vita Homeri has πολλόν 5, 16, 17, πολύ 
5, 21, 33, 34. The medical writers pursue an eclectic course: 
Aretaios has πολλόν 17 times in books I and II, πολύ 11 times, 
πολύς ONCE, πουλύ 2, πουλύς 12, πουλύν 2 in the later books. In 
Hippokrates the proportions are somewhat different *, and lead 
one to the conclusion that an original πολλός had been buried 
by successive deposits of epic and Attic forms, On the form 
πουλύς, see ᾧ 254. 


Consonantal Declension. 


480.| In the dative plural Ionic never has -ous, or -εσσι from 
non-sigmatic stems. Hence δαιτυμόνεσσι Hdt. VI 57 (in A B) 
cannot be correct. Stein reads -εσι. Such forms in -eoou in 
Homer are Aiolic. rotcdeco. in the Hippokratic phrase πρὸς 
τοϊσδεσσι: § 475. : 

The hyper-Ionic genitive pl. in -εων contains an ε which may 
be explained in part as due to the influence of such forms as 


? Aiolic, Greg. Kor. § 17 ; Ionic, schol. Apoll. Rh. I 132; generally accented 
φυλακος, above ὃ 123. 

2 Cf. Lindemann, De dial. Ion. recentiore, p. 12. 
8. Sometimes when the vulgate has ov, better MSS. have the form with o. 
So in VI 3580 has πολύς. Littré even reads πουλλοῖσιν IL 650, where many 
MSS. have moaa- ; ef. II 692. 
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θεμιστέων Hsd. Theog. 235, yepovréwy Hdn. II 229,, and partly 
to the belief in the predilection of Ionic for an open ew. 

Examples of this parasitic -ewy are: ἀλωπεκέων Hdt. III 102 
(A BC), 11 67 (Ὁ) from ἀλώπηξ Archil. 86, ἀλώπεκος Sim. Am. 
77, Solon 11;. Ananios has ἀλωπήκων in fr. 5,, according to 
Hermann, the MSS. having ἀλωπέκων which is in violation of 
the metre (tetram. scazon). Frag. 5 has other strange forms 
(6. ψ. ἐσθίειν). ἀλωπήκεσσι occurs in Oppian. The edition of 
Aldus preferred χηνέων II 45, where it is certainly not adjectival. 
ἀνδρέων VII 187 is without any MS. authority. On μυριαδέων 
VII 187 (Cd), χιλιαδέων VII 103 (Ὁ d), see § 74, 2. Hippokrates 
has ἀνδρέων, μηνέων, ῥινέων, φλεβέων, χειρέων, Luk. Astr. 5 
μηνέων. 


Hippokr. has τὸ πάθος and ἣ πάθη, τὸ πλάδος, φρίξ (also Hom.) and φρίκη. 


Stems in Tota. 
481.| Terminations : 


us ves (us) 
los, €0S, Ews Lov 
ts τ ισι 
ιΨ ts, Las 
ι Les. 


Testimony of the grammarians. 1. Genitive -ἰος : Joh. Gr. 240, Hdn. 11 6145, 
(Choir. 455,), Gramm. Meerm. ὃ 10, An. Ox. I 358,;, 361, schol. Ven. A on T 
219, cf. on ¥ 500, the interlinear schol. Ven. A on A 214, An. Par. 111 216,,, 
TIL 29559 (τὰ εἰς is ὀξύτονα οὐ γίνονται παρὰ τοῖς Ἴωσι κατὰ ἀποβολὴν TOVS.... 
κνημίος, ἀσπίος ὡς Πάριος, Θέτιος). On @érios* and Πάριος, cf. also Theod. 9,., 
schol, Ven. A on ¥ 500, Hdn. II 614, (Choir. 4559); 11 700; (Choir. 189,), II 
76015517, ὅδ. (Choir. 35332), IL 249, (Choir. 410,,, Ht. M. 460,), Et. Gud. 260... 
But Θέμιδος is Ionic, Hdn. II 700,, (Choir. 189). See also on -ἰος, Hdn. 11 
4067 = 70219) 54492) 57713) 88525, Ht. Gud. 4744s. 

-eos: Greg. Kor. § 21 ὄφεος, μάντεος, and πόλεος, Which form is quoted from 
Euripides’ Orestes: τὸ μὲν yap λέγειν ὄφιος, πόλιος κοινόν, Td δὲ ὄφεως καὶ πόλεως 
οὐ ΤΑττικόν. Ἔστι δὲ ὅτε καὶ τῷ κοινῷ χρῶνται “Iwves), καὶ τούτῳ μάλιστα, ὧς “Ὅμηρος 
(ἐξ ἀγροῦ νόσφι πόλιος). Cf. Hdn. II 767,, 13 (Choir. 373.:1:), but in 11 701; 
(Choir. 194,,) -eos is restricted to Attic from which the Euripideian πόλεος, 
ὄφεος are cited, and in II 432.) ὄφιος is stated to be Κοινή, dpeos Attic. It is 
peculiar, and perhaps not in accordance with the general procedure of 
Herodian, that a form should be stated to have undergone a dialectal πάθος 
and at the same time be regarded as Kow?. ὄφεος is called Ionic by a scholiast 
on Hesiod, W. Ὁ. 414=412 (Gaisf. p. 266), πόλεος by Diakonos on the Aspis 285. 

-ews Gram. Vatic. p. 696. 

-nos An. Ox. I 361);. 

2. Dative -~: Θέτι schol. Ven. A on ¥ 500. 

-εἴ schol. Ven. A on I 219. 


1 Θέτιδος Erythr. 206 B 27. 
CcyZ 
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3. Nom. Pl.: ὄφις Greg. Kor. p. 475, πόλϊς, pivots Apoll. Pron. 94:2 (Schn.), ef. 
Hdn. II 578, where dats, dpis and Σάρδις are not referred to Ionic. A 
grammatical treatise cited Greg. Kor. 1.1. has ὄϊς ἀπὸ τοῦ dies. These forms 
are like the Aiolic, Boiotian and Herakl. τρῖς, Alkman’s ὄρντς, and Attic ἄρκῦς, 
merely accusatives that have usurped the place of the nominative. 

4. Accus. Pl. -is: Choir. 8614), udytis, d¢is. 


482. | Interrelation of stems in ¢ and in U. 


This declension comprises the two types (1) -is, -u-os, and (2) rarely in 
Tonic, πόλϊς, picts, πόλειος, piceos=-eos. All the dialects, except Attic, 
adopted the forms of the first type which carry 7 through all cases, ὁ. e. both 
those in which the termination begins with a vowel (πόλι-ος5, πολίων), and 
in those where t would properly appear, e.g. locative plural. The latter 
forms have ¢t due to the influence of the second type. See ὃ 484. Brugmann 
thinks that the inflection wéAts, πόλιιος was an inheritance of Greek from 
primitive times. Since πόλεος did not suffer contraction, its open ending, 
though apparently the direct descendant of πόλει-ο5, has been referred to the 
influence of -eF-os. See Schmidt, K. Z. XXVITI 302, 

The locative in -7 is either the result of the contraction of {+1 or πόλϊ con- 
tains an I.H. -7. The -ηςὶ form is from -& +7 or from 8 - ὁ. In either case -& or 
é was the stem ending of the locative. 

Nom. pl. -.es is the form of an τ stem, -εἰς that of ant stem. The nom. pl. 
in -ἴς is the accus. used asa nom. Of. Attic of ἰχθῦς, αἱ κάχρυς, ἐγχέλῦς. 

Gen. Pl. -.wy from u-wy, derived from an -7 stem. 

Dat. Pl. -εσι (Homeric, Attic, Arkadian) owes its existence to the e of the 
pl. -es, -ewy, which gave the impulse to abandon the form with ¢ (-ισι). 
The ε of -ewy came from that of the strong case forms. 

The ancients (cf. § 481) did not commit the error, still appearing in some 
modern books, of supposing that -is is from -1as. πόλιας is from moAu-as, the 
accus. of an -i stem ; πόλϊς is from πολὶ-ν-5,) ef. Homeric dis. 


488.] Sub-dialectal division. 

1. In the inscriptions there is noticeable a difference between 
the genitive in the Ionic of Euboia and that of the Kyklades 
and Asia Minor. In Euboia we find the genitive in -ἰδος in the 
case of proper names whose second part consists of an -ἰ stem: 
Δημοχάριδος Kyme 41. 

In Attic inscriptions we find -.d0s (and -13.) in masculine 
proper names, 6. 2. ’Addvidos C. 1. A. I 324 C, IT 36 (408 B.c.), 
Εὐπόλιδος C. I. A. IT 413,, (200-197 8. 0.), Εὐχάριδος C. I. A. IL 
eo C oO (325 B.C.), Καλλιθέμιδος C. 1. A. II 470, 93, II (69- 

ΒΟ 

The occurrences of -150s upon inscriptions of the Kyklades 

(Delos, No. 55: ᾿Αναξιθέμιδος VII 8, Τιμοθέμιδος 5 V 10; also 


1 This form is found C. I. G. 2911,), τι in a Magnesian inscription. 

* But cf. Σώτιος in Ditt. Syll. 423, (320 B.c.), and Κετριπόριος C. 1. A. II add. 
66 B 22 (356 B.c.). The latter form reappears in Thasos 86. 

* Θέμιδος Ionic, Θέμιτος Doric, accord. to Hdn. 11 700,;. 
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in the hypocoristie names ᾿Αλέξιδος LV το, Φίλλιδος V 8, Θέρσιδος 
VII 12, and in No. 56, ᾿Αναξιθέμιδος), and of the Asiatic main- 
land (Erythrai Φαννοθέμιδος 206 A 28, B,, Φανοπόλιδος 206 C 
1g) savour of Atticism, the inscriptions in question dating from 
the second and third centuries before Christ. In Samos 220.) we 
find a feminine Εὐαγγελίδος. 

Otherwise -1os is the invariable termination in the Ionic of the 
Kyklades and of Asia Minor. ἐλπίς and ὄρνις are dental stems as 
in Attic. 

1. The Kyklades. 

Thasos λύσιος 7212, Φανοπόλιος 75 Β g and Th. (L.) 6 C 12, 
and seventeen other instances of -1os in Bechtel’s collection of 
Thasian inscriptions in the Louvre, Νύμφιος Thasos 78 C 7, 
Σχησιπόλιος 82 A 4, “Hynowrddrwos 76 (and Perinthos 233), even 
᾿Αναξιθέμιος Delos 55, 1V 11, and also in the hypocoristic names 
ΜΈ τος 55 VIII 10, Kpirrios 5645, 1849 1999 PtAALOS 56495 535 979 1935 
ΩΝ 565, (and Akanthos go), Μνήσιος 56:41; 454 (also Olbia 
ΠΤ 

2. Asia Minor and islands colonized from the Asiatic mainland. 

IIpwroxapios Samos 210, ᾿Αναξιπόλιο(ς) Abdera 163,,,’A70AAo- 
θέμιος Kyzik. 110, Εὐξιθέμιος Maroneia 196,, Φιλοθέμιος Amore. 
2314, Ηγεπόλι[ο]ς Chios 174 C 14, Εὐπόλιος Maron. 196, (cf. Head 
HI, N. 216), Κλεοπόλιος 196,51, Φείδιος Amorg. 231, Π]|όμπιος (Ὁ) 
Samos 214, Κλείσιος Miletos 98, Βρυάξιος Iasos 104,,, J. H. 5. 1X 
341, No. 3, πανηγύριος Mylasa 248 C 5, even in πράξιος (with ἃ) 
Myl. 248 C 10, and in many other names. Hven Karian names 
receive Ionic inflection; "OaTaTuos Halik. 238,, Av[ ydd |jr0s 238,,, 
ef. Hdt. VII οο;-Πανυάτιος 238,,2. In Latyschev, vol. 11, we 
find Σώσιος 377, Καυκάσιος g (metr.), Δέρκιος 23, Κόλλιος 246, 
68 (cf. 379) not Κόλακος as Bechtel reads in his No. 121, Αὐάσιος 
97, Συτέσιος 135 (Roman), “Adb.ios 206, Κινώλιος 226, Vopdzios 
D312. 

484.|] Genitive Singular in -vos. 

Upon the inscriptions we find -ios except in the few cases 
mentioned in § 483. Upon the ancient Ionic papyrus (PAilol, 
XLI 746) we find Ὀσεράπιος, Δαμάσιος. 

In the Lyric poets. 

Archil. Σίριος tr. 21,, Mimn. βάξιος 16,, ὕβριος 9,, Solon 
ὕβριος 45; 131, Theognis ὕβριος 40, 1174, πίστιος 1244 (A 
πίστεως), πόσιος I15, 479, 837, 844 (cf. the name Πόσιος (gen.), 
Olbia 128,,,, 131;, Jahrb. Suppl. vol. IV 472, No. 36, V 486, 

1 There is but one exception in -πόλιδος : Φανοπόλιδος Eryth. 206 C 19, an 
Atticized document ; ef. Φανοπόλιος Thasos 75 B 9. 


2 Kovaddidos Halik. 240,;, Ἰμβράσσιδος 24057, Cf. 5g, Κυογρίσσιδι 2409, Σαλμακίδι 
24011, 4, are -δ- stems. 
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No. 46, &c., Phanagor. 165, 168), στάσιος 1082, &e., φύσιος Eurip. 
frag. 902 Dind. (cf. φύσεως Kritias 6), dios by conj. Anan. 5ς. 
This word never shows a stem οἶει- in any dialect. Perhaps also in 
duds from Als=A€wv, Hipponax 124. The possession of this word 
by Ionic is interesting as it was in the inflection of Ais, kis, Aids, 
cus, that Ionic (as other dialects except Attic) found the model 
for πόλις πόλιιος. See Brugmann, Grundr. 11 ὃ 109, note 1 and 
above § 482. Herodas has Μάνδριος Igg, πόλιος 25; 965 81" 


Prose. 

In Herodotos -1os is to be everywhere adopted though the 
MSS. have sometimes (1) -cos, ¢.g. πόλεος IIT 54 in R and often 
in the Aldine edition (z), and (2) -ews, e.g. προκλήσεως V I in 
Pd (here z has -eos). Hdt. prefers -vos in Θέμιος, Τομύριος, 
’Octpios. In other Ionic prosaists: Hekat. 202 δύσιος, Anaxag. 
6 περιχωρήσιος, Diogen. νοήσιος 4, 6, ἑτεροιώσιος 6 (all attested 
by Simplicius), Demokr. Mor. φύσιος, καταστάσιος 184, τέρ- 
Wos 20, κτήσιος 41, ξυνέσιος 58, πρήξιος 89, Pherek. Leros ὄφιος 
44. Among the pseudo-Ionists the -1os form is more frequent, 
though the MSS. vary constantly. In the Dea Syria -.s is 
universal, in Arrian 18, we meet with ᾿Αμφιπόλεως. The Vita 
Homert has eight cases of -vos to two of -ews. καππάριος, but 
πεπέρεος, or -ews Hippokr. VII 150, σεσέλιος VIII 448, VI 448 
(v. 2. -ews), cf. Hdn. II 646,,, 767,. Hippokrates usually has 
τιος in Greek words. In VIIT 372 @ has κομμέως, other MSS. 
-ews, τεὸς, -Los; cf. § 546. 

Thukydides often uses an Ionic genitive in proper names, e.g. 
᾿Αφύτιος 1 64, Γοάξιος TV 107, Κνίδιος V 51; Λυγδάμιος, AQ. πολ. 
15, 2, Ἴριος Xen. “μαὖ. VI 2, 1, ᾿Αναχάρσιος Plato Rep. 600 A. In 
inscriptions -.os appears occasionally as in ᾿Αντιστάσιος C. I. A. 
I 489. Also in nouns not proper names: μήνιος Rep. 390 H, 
τύρσιος Anab, VII 8, 12, τίγριος Arist. H. d. 607 A 4, Theophr. 
H. Pl. V 4,7. In Agam. 942 δήριος. 


485. | 


πρυτάνεως upon an inscription (No. 144) from the territory of the Panionion, 
from about 350 B.¢., is shown to be Attic not Ionic from the occurrence of 
Πρυτάνιος Olbia 1313, Mélanges Girec. Rom. IL 22, No. 30, Jahrb. Suppl. vol. V 
487, No. 47, X 29, No. 21 and Smyrna 153, ; ef. also πρυ]τανίων Halik. 242. 
Upon a Chian inscription B. P. W. 1889, No. 38, p. 1194 mp[urdy]eOs. 

The genitive singular in -1os was only displaced after stubborn resistance. 
It is retained oftentimes when -ew and -κλεῦς have given way, e.g. Smyrna 
15335 Μοίριος, but Διοσκουρίδου a3, Μενεκλέους κε. 


486.] Inflection of πόλις (genitive). 


I, πόλιος Paros 63, and other forms § 483-4, also Dittenb. Syil. 
190;, an inscription engraved by a North-Greek. This form 
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occurs in the MSS. Hipponax tr. 47 where Bergk reads πόληος, 
and in literary prose. πόλιος in Hdt., who has ἑξαπόλιος I 144. 

2. πόληος, Ionic An. Ox. I 361,;, is Homeric and occurs in 
Theog. 757. In Hippon. 47 it is a conjecture. See below on 
πόλεος. 

3. πόλεως (POAEQE) is surely Tonic on the evidence of 
Chios 174 A 13, B 12, an inseription of the fifth century, free 
from all trace of Attic ingressions. All other forms upon in- 
scriptions fall in a period when Attic influence will account for 
their presence :—Mylasa 248 A 7 (367-66 B.c.), Erythrai 202, 
(about 356 8. ο.), Zeleia 114 ABDE (after 334 3B.c.), Samos 
2215, (after 322 B.c.), Thasos 72, (250-200 B.C.), Teos 158,, 
(almost entirely Attic), Iasos 105, (late), Olbia 129,, (period of 
the empire). In a fragment of Xenophanes in trimeters (p. 116 
B*) this form occurs in the MSS., and was so read by Hartung 
and Meineke, whereas Bergk adopts πόλεος. Xenophanes has 
πόλεως in his elegies 25, 2. (Schneid. -vos). This form is now 
ejected from Homer A 168. 

In Theognis 1043 4 has πόλεως, which Renner (p. 223) thinks 
ought to give place to πόλεος. But A has -ews elsewhere where 
-eos is not to be restored, ¢.g. πίστεως for πίστιος. Bergk reads 
πόλευς. πόλεως in Hekat. 352, a fragment of Attic texture. 

The appearance of πόλεως in Xenophanes sets aside the claim 
that the form belongs to the dialect of Chios-Erythrai (ὃ 12)1. 
The ancestor of πόλεως is the Homeric πόληος 2, which was 
formed by analogy to πόλη-ι, a form containing the original 
locative Ἔπόλη + the locative sign t. πόλεως has not borrowed 
its ending from νομέως, nor its accent from φύσεος, as has been 
supposed. 

4. πόλει(ω)ς Zeleia 113,, and in the non-Ionic metrical 
inscription from Priene, No. 141 (Kaibel πόλει os). The in- 
scription No. 113 dates from a period which corresponds to that 
in which e becomes εἰ before a vowel (ὃ 220) in Attic (350-300 
B.c.). Le Bas regards both πόλε(ι)ως and θε(ι)όν in 141 as 
genuine Ionisms. But see Dittenberger, Hermes XVII 40, 41. 

5. πόλεος Oropos 18,, (about 400 B.c.). Whether ΠΟΛΕΟΞ 
in an inscription from Arkesine (Rob. I 160 C, Bechtel 32) 
dating somewhere about 500 8. Ο., 15 to be transcribed πόλεος or 
πόληος is not certain. Since πόλεως occurs in Chios in the fifth 
century, and since πόληος in Hipponax is nothing more than a 
conjecture, the latter form would seem to have but scant foot- 
hold. In πόληας in Abdera 162,, even if the H represents ἢ 
and not ε, it must be scanned short. On the other hand the 


1 Karsten, p. 12. 
2 Of. Wackernagel, K. Z. XXVII 266, Schmidt, ibid, 297, Johansson, D. V. C. 


Ρ. 154. 
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Attic form πόλῃ, held by Meisterhans, p. 108, to be genuine and 
not an orthographical variation of πόλει, shows that the ἡ forms 
did not entirely die out. If the form πόληι Tasos 104, is genuine 
Tonic, it is difficult to gainsay the existence of a post- Homeric Ionic 
πόληος. The dialect has however in its later period a greater 
fondness for 7s than for no. Upon late inscriptions πόλεος stands 
for πόλεως, aS βασιλέος for -έως }. 
πόλεος is found in Theognis 56 (4); πόλευς 776, and 1043 
(MSS. πόλεως). These two verses have been branded as spurious 
by some. According to Renner (pp. 221, 223), -eos is not found 
in the lyric poets except when we read -eos as in Homer. Thus 
B 811, Φ 567 πόλεος is preferable to πόλιος ὦ. πόλεος In Anakr. 
2 is Bergk’s conjecture for πόλεως (Schneidewin πόλιος) ; cf. 
Septem 181 (ch.) where a similar correction is necessary. πόλεος 
occurs in Agam, 1167 (lyr.), Antig. 162, Orestes 897. 


Dative Singular. 


Three forms occur (1) -7, (2) -εἰ and (3) -ηι. 

487.| Dative in -i. 

The only example of an inscriptional form is x]éor Keos 43: 
(latter part of the fifth century). 

Anakreon 14, has mj from νεῆνις, Aristoph. has ἀρχηγέτι 
Lysistr. 642 (lyr.). In Herodotos Stein has adopted as the 
uniform ending -1, even where the MSS. have -εἰ exclusively or 
in great part; ¢.g. δυνάμι 1192 and IV 155 (cf. δυνάμει Teos 
156 B 31), ἀριθμήσι 11 143, ποιήσι 11 82, ἐκποιήσι III 109, 
συνοικήσι L 196, καταστάσι 11 173, Θέτι VII 191, cf. Θέτιδος 
Eryth. 206 B 27, and © 370. ἄπολις has ἀπόλι VIII 61. 

Hippokrates has, according to Renner, some thirty passages 
with -7. Littré reads -εἰ, e.g. in φύσει IL 56, κύστει IL 268, 
Φάσει IL 60 (Φάσι Hdt. II 103). Renner quotes Hrmerins’ 
ἑψήσι I p. 293=1I1 246 L, καθάρσι Erm. p. 109, No. 568= V 710, 
ὑπιστὶ τ Erm. p. 111, No. 578=V 714. Littré gives no variants 
-ἰ here. 

Demokritos has συνέσι 135 which enables us to correct Stobaios’ 
φρονήσει 14 and κτήσει 185, where Mullach has the strange form 
κτήσιι. In many cases -εἰ is found in the MSS. of authors 
quoting early Ionic writers, ¢.g. πόλει Hekat. 202 (Strabo), 

1 πόλεος Latyschey I 41, 58, 61, 82, 89 (Olbia), cf. Attic βασιλέος C. I. A. 111 
553, 2 (first century B.c.). -eos, which appears in a few other late inscrip- 
tions in Latyschev IT (531s, 99, 78, 223, 40252), was called Ionic by the gram- 
marians because of its (possible) appearance in Homer. That it is Attic and 


Κοινή is certain. Early occurrences are probably derived from -is, -evos (§ 482). 
2 Of, Schmidt, K. Z. XXVII 301. ὃ 
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Hellan. 150 (Athen.), ποιήσει Ion 1. Simplicius has φύσει in 
citing Diog. Apoll. 2, where Mullach reads φύσεϊ, misled by an 
erroneous pre-conception of the nature of the dialect. 

Xenophon, Azad. VII 3, 32 has μαγάδι, cf. Anakr. 18 μάγαδιν 
in MSS. (Bergk -dnv). 


488.| Dative in -ει. 

δυνάμει in Teos 156 B 31, an inscription of the fifth century 
and free from Atticism. Other inscriptions with -εἰ may owe 
this form to Attic influence: πόλει Halik. 240.3, 4, (early part 
of the fourth century, but fifth century according to Ditten- 
berger’), Hretria 15, (410-390 8. Ο., perhaps πόληι), Thasos 72,4 
(300-250 8. 0.), Teos 158,, (cf. παρευρέσει 158,) an inscription 
full of Atticisms, Zeleia 113,, (after 334 B.c.); Σανέργει Phanag. 
167, βάσει Olbia 129,, (period of the empire), and πόλει in an 
epigram Amorgos 34. 

The dat. in -e: has been regarded by Erman and Karsten as a mint-mark of 
the dialect of Teos, § 12. 


In the lyric poets we find -εἰ. Sim. Amorg. 7ες πόσει 3, 
Tyrt. 45, 10 πόλει, Ken. 25, πόλει, Phokyl. 12 πόλει, Theog. 52; 
287 πόλει, προφάσει 32.3, πίστει 831, Solon 4,,, 55 πόλει. βακκάρι 
is edited in Sim. Amorg. 16, and Hipponax tr. 41, though the 
MSS. in both passages have also βακκάρει. 

The imitators of Herodotos who generally prefer -ἰος, never- 
theless adopt -εἰ with scarcely a variation, e.g. Lukian, d. 8. 60, 
Arrian 18,,.Dindorf overshoots the mark with his πόλι (ef. d. 
S. I, 10, 13, 21, 22, &c.). Philip of Pergamum has the Attic 
παρατηρήσει δ. Ο. H. 11 273. 

To what extent the termination -εἰ deserves a place in Ionic 
prose cannot be determined. That such a form was possible is 
evident from the Teian δυνάμει. All we can say is that the MSS. 
speak in favour of the adoption of the -7 form. 

489.| Dative in -ni, -ηι. 

πόληι lasos 104, before 350 B.c. may be Attic, ef. C. I. A. IT 
2510 and II 42, (both before 376 B.c.), and even before 410 8. Ο. 
in C. 1. A. TV 51, F 24. π]όλΕ] in Eretria 15, (410-390 B.C.) 
may stand for πόληι. Since the preceding TEI 15 rei, πόλει 15 
however the preferable transcription ὃ. 

Trisyllabic πόληϊ occurs in Tyrt. 12,;. So by imitation of the 
epic ([ 50) form, upon a metrical inscription from Epidauros 
Ἔφημ. apx. 1885, 65/6, line 71. 

1 Cf. Zeitsch. 7. Gymn.-wesen XXVIII 114, note 3. 

2 This form, as all others in -εἰ, is regarded as doubtful by Renner on the 
specious ground that the language of the iambographic poets should corre- 
spond to that of the Ionic prose writers. Our inscriptions however offer 
examples enough of -ει. 

3 Cf. ret βουλεῖ C. I. A. II 50, (372 B.0.). 


- 
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490. | 

νῆστις in Hippokrates varies between νήστιδι, νήστι and νήστει. The -ι form 
is found in @ and C VII 382, in @ VII 400, that in -e is the vulgate reading 
VII 382, 402, and -1d: occurs in @ C VII 352, in C VII 40ο, in @ VII 402. 
Sim. Amorg. has a by-form νήστης 38, which is also κοινή. 

In the Peace 930, éf is called an ᾿Ιωνικὸν ῥῆμα. This form occurs in Aristotle, 
who has also οἰΐ. 


491.| Accusative Singular. 

“Apreuy Zeleia 11359; οἷν Thasos 68 A 2, not div, since oft 15 
generally contracted to οὐ even in the iambographic poets. πόλιν 
Archil. 46, Tyrt. 10,, Mimn. 11;, ὅθ. Herodotos ἄπολιν VIL 
104, &e. ppv? VII 137. Hipponax 115 has θεῦτιν Ξετευθίδα. 
Herodas Πάριν 1,4, Μάνδριν I,,. Hdt. has "Aprewiv, Μαιῆτιν, 
Φθιῶτιν, Ἱστιαιῶτιν, Θεσσαλιῶτιν, Τάναϊν : χάριν, ὄρνιν, forms not 
declined as zo¢fa stems in other case-forms. On ᾿Αρτέμιδος, cf. 


§ 546. 


492.| Vocative Singular. 


“Apreut Paros epigr. 60, Theog. 11, Λεύκασπι Anakr. 18,, 
Γύλλι Herodas 1,7. 


493.| Nominative Plural. 


πρυτάνεις Lasos 10419, διασυστάσεις Hryth. 206 A 36 with the 
Attic termination. No case of -ves comes to light. In the lyric 
poets we have the genuine Ionic -ἰες : Theog. στάσιες 51, πρήξιες 
1026, ἴδριες 499; Sim. K. 84, ἴδριες. δόσεις 15 found in Theognis 
444 where Renner reads δόσις. The inflection δόσις *ddce.-es is 
pre-Hellenic, as is seen in τρεῖς in Ananios 3,, where it is used 
as an accusative. 

In Herodotos we have -ἰες (Bredow, pp. 263, 266), though 
the MSS. have -ἰς or -εἰς very frequently, but rarely without 
any various reading, e.g. βάρις II 41, πρυτάνις V 71; κτήσεις 
IV 114. The accusative forms used as nominatives are rejected 
by the editors except Dindorf. No -v stem has -vs in the nom. 
in Ionic, as in Attic. The adjectives in -ἰς follow the nouns 
throughout, ¢.g. δυωδεκαπόλιες Ἴωνες VII 95. Philip of Per- 
gamum has στάσιες, B. C. H. II 273 (but also καταλύσεις), 
Hippokrates φύσιες ἽΠΠΟΣ 

Diogen. 6 ἑτεροιώσιες, Demokr. Moral. 17 τέρψιες (-evs Stob.), 
66 ὀρέξιες : Lukian, Husebios Mynd., epist. Hippokr., Pythag. 
have -ves throughout, There is no warrant for Dindorf’s παν- 

ηγύρις, Opis, πίστις. Arrian and the medical writers adopt the 
Attic form ; πόληες Arr. 8, is indicative of the insecure specula- 


tion prevalent in the Hadrianic age concerning the periods of 
Tonic. Cf. A 45. 


1 Tzetz. Ex. Il. 50, corrupt (μίνια Ionic, wavy Doric, watvw Aiolic). 
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494.| Genitive Plural. 

πρυ]τανίων Halik. 242, ἐπαυλίων Eph. 148... In Herodotos 
τίων is without exception, though occasionally the MSS. have 
-ewv. -ewv is the only form of the genitive in Philip of Per- 
gamum, JB. C. H. II 273, who has -tes. 

Diogen. 6 ἑτεροιωσίων : Demokr. Mor, 181 πολίων (according 
to Mullach, though Stobaios, who has -ἰος, -ves, has here -ewy). 
Lukian 456}. 23 has μάντεων, Arrian 10 πόλεων, but better re- 
collection of earlier usage gives us πολίων ep. Hippokr. XX VI 
1, 2, Vita Hom. 28, the Homeric form, though πόλεων appears 
E 744, where πολίων is usually read. 


495.] Dative Plural. 

Theognis 302 has λάτρισι. In Herodotos the dative plural 
ends in -ἰσι, 6.5. πόλισι, Σάρδισι, πίστισι, μάντισι. In the imita- 
tors of Hdt. there is not a single example of -ἰσι (6. 7ζ. ἀμπώτεσι 
Arrian 21,; elsewhere Arrian has ἀνάπωτις). The -eo. form is 
found in βρώσεσιν, πόσεσιν Demokr. Mor. 47, as in nouns in -ous 
(-ξις, -Wis). The termination -σισι is unusual if not absolutely 
incorrect. Hippokrates has -σεσι in such cases. 


496.| Accusative Plural. 

I. -ts occurs in πρήσις Chios 174 C 8. The MSS. of Hdt. 
have not infrequently -εἰς (Attic) or -tas (Homeric, Aiolic and 
Doric), though the normal ending is -is. Thus in V 121 7z have 
πόλιας, @ πόλεις where πόλις 15 to be adopted. Σάρδιας never 
occurs. Hippokrates has -ἰς in the accus. of τρεῖς : τρίς VI 482, 
VIII 184, 260, 304(0). In Herodas 5, προφάσις may be itacistic. 

Wherever -evs occurs it is due to Attic influence: Hdt. I 140, 
IX 7, in all of which passages read -ts. Teos 158,, πράξεις, 
Samos 220,, ἐξάστεις, τρεῖς in Ananios 3, 15 the nom. form which 
in Ionic was regularly used as an accusative. Hippokr. VIII 
226, 228 has φθόεις, [onic nom. φθόϊς. 


2. -las. 

στάσιας Xenoph. 1.5, πόλιας Anaxag. 10 (Simpl. -e:s), πρήξιας 
Demokr. Mor. 88, 105, Eurip. frag. 902, Philip of Pergamum, 
B.C. H. I1 273, who has also διορθώσιας, Demokr. Phys. 4, 
ἐκλείψιας. Stein adopts -vas in the following cases where there 
is no MS. authority for -ἴς : πόλιας I 94, V 15, τάξιας VI 111, 
μάντιας IV 68, ψευδομάντιας IV 69, ὄφιας IV τοῦ, προφάσιας 
V 86 a, πανηγύριας VI 111, ἐνόρχιας VI 32. Bredow proposed 
to expel -vas wherever it occurs. Its existence cannot however 
be assailed. 


3. The later Ionists, except Arrian and Aretaios, have -vas. 
With πόληας, Arrian 11, 40, cf. πόληες ὃ; ὄφεας, ὄφιας Ind. 15. 
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In Lukian, Dindorf adopts -is in opposition to Jacobitz (Syr. 
dea τ, % πανηγύρις, Astr. 23 πόλις but πόλιας Ὁ): τ 
ἐκπυρώσιας. 

In a metrical inscription of Abdera, No. 162 (fifth century), 
we read πόλῃας, a form occurring p 486. Since we must scan 
médias, it has been suggested that the proper reading is πόλεας 
(G. Meyer, Blass) or πόλιας Roehl (on his No. 349) and Karsten, 
Ῥ. 26. There is no need of a change, cf. ἥρῶας ¢ 303. 


Stems in Upsilon. 


497.] This declension includes nouns and the masculine and 
neuter of adjectives in -vs. 

1. Noteworthy is the considerable number of nouns in -τύς in 
Tonic prose, which in Attic are poetical. Cf. βρωτύς, κτιστύς, 
ἐδητύς, ὀτρυντύς (Eust. 1180,), νηδύς, λῃστύς = Attic λῃστεία 
ἀρτύς = ἀρθμός (Hesych. glosses the word with σύνταξις). In 
Hippokr. VIII 96 φλεγμαντύος (0, C) shows that after a nasal 
-rés might be used instead of -σις. Littré wrongly adopts 
φλεγμάνσιος. 

2. Terminations :— 


υς VES, εἐες 
vos, εος VOU, EWV 
VL, εἰ VOL, EOL 

vv vas, US, €as 
v VES, EES 


On the inflection of μῦς, see under Sigma stems. 


3. The testimony of the grammarians refers only to the inflection of the 
stems in ev/ef : πρέσβεος Greg. Kor. § 21, ὀξέος, πολέος, ἡδέος, § 40; ὀξέες Joh. Gr. 
240 B, Greg. Kor. § 40, Meerm. 652, Vat. 697; πολέες Greg. Kor. § 40, citing 
A 143 (ef. Schol. Ven. A.=Hdn. 11 88,, on N 734: περισπαστέον Td πολεῖς (accus. 
for πολέας) ὡς ταχεῖς, ὁμοίως τῷ ““πολεῖς .. -. (066). τοῦτο δέ φημι, ἐπεί τινες 
βούλονται ἕνεκα ἐμφάσεως μείζονος βαρυτόνως ἀναγιγνώσκειν, οἷς μάχεται Kal ἣ 
ὀρθογραφία ἣ κατ᾽’ Ἴωνας). υἱέες is called Ionic in Joh. Gr. 240 Β, Meerm. 652, 
Aug. 667, by enallage for viol, an explanation adopted also in the case of 
ἐρυσάρματες and ἐρίηρες. 

4. This declension comprises the types— 

(1) vékis, νέκῦν, νέκῦος -- νέκυυ-ος : ὀφρῦς, dppios=Skt. dbhriis, bhruv-ds, and 

(2) -us, -vy, with the genitive in ef-os as in πήχεος, ἄστεος, dative in eF-1 as 
in πελέκει. The Homeric πολύς, ἰθύν, Bpwrvy owe their long v’s to the 
influence of the first class, as Pindar’s ἰσχύν its v to the influence of the 
second class. There is no pure dative form, the locative having usurped its 
functions, as in the case of the iota stems. The inflection according to the 
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first category comes into play wherever v precedes a vocalic case ending. 
-vs in the accusative plural is framed from the stem with the short vowel 
(vexu-vs). 

In the genitive plural -ewy we have the strong case form, where the weak 
form was to be expected. 

τῦσι in ὀφρύσι, Where we should expect ὀφρῦσι (Skt. bhrisi), is due to the 
influence of ὀφρύων, &e. πήχεσι (Skt. badisu) has taken the place of πήχυσι 
under the influence of πήχεες, πηχέων. For the Homeric forms in -υσσι 
(§ 504, 1), τῦσι has been conjectured. Monosyllabic nouns have -vc1, nouns of 
more than one syllable have -ῦσι. In the first class are included those with 
prosthetic vowel (ὀφρῦς, ἰχθῦς). 


498.| Nominative Singular. The form Πυύς for vids occurs 
in No. 266, an inscription held to be Ionic by Bechtel!, Else- 
where vids, e.g. Mimn. 12,,, Huds 265 (une. loc.), Amorg. 35 
(epigr.), ὑοῦ Paros 67 (late), υἱόν Delos 57. There is no trace 
of ts = vids, that word being employed by Herodotos in place of 
σῦς. Simonides of Keos (249) adopted the nominative tis (vis). 
Cf. Et. M. 55315, 7759, and Herodian quoted in the scholium on 
E 266. Hdn. denied the existence of a nominative tus or vis. 
The neuter ends in -v. 


499.| Genitive Singular. 

I. -vos: Opdovos Thas. (L.) 7 A 11; Hdt. “Advos, “Apdvos, 
ἰσχύος, ἰλύος ἡ, ὑός, e.g. 1 36 where all MSS. have ovds (cf. 
Hippokr. VIII 134 but ὑός VIII 138); Hippokr. VII 142 
νάπυος, 11 692 ὀσφύος. The Pseudo-Ionic writers have -vos. 


2. -eos: @keos Mimn. 11,, ἄστεος Sim. Am. 7,, by an unusual 
synizesis. Hdt. has ἄστεος, πήχεος; τετραπήχεος, ἡμίσεος. 


That ἄστεος, a v. ἴ. in Thuk. VIII 92, 7 adopted by Classen, is foreign to 
Attic, is shown by the inscriptions. On πήχεος, see Phrynich. 245 (Lob.), 
where it is erroneously stated that this form is Attic. Boiotian is ξάστιος with 
-cos from -eos. Ionic pursued a different path from Attic, which, in its -ews, 
permitted the genitive of 1 stems to displace the ancient form. 


500.| Dative Singular. 

I. τῦι: idAvt Theognis 961 (MSS. ὕδει). In Hat. -vi (ἰσχύϊ, 
vndvi, νέκυϊ) is read by the editors though the diphthongal 
pronunciation is not impossible, especially as we find w in Homer 
in words of more than one syllable. Boiotian is Δέρμυι. vn dvi 
Y 486 has not the best authority. In Attic -vi is not to be 
questioned. ἰλύϊ is read Hippokr. VIII 138, ὀσφύϊ VI 78. 

2. -er: ὀξέϊ Theognis 848, -ei has become -εἰ in πελέκει 

1 ν(δύς is also Attic, C. I. A. I 398, (epigr.) fifth century. In Attic 
inscriptions the forms of the -v declension in this word prevail till about 
"ὦ Thus, and not ἰλῦος as in @ 318 (ἰλυόφιν Ὁ). δρῦός Hesiod, W. D. 460, is 
a poor support for iAtos. 
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Anakr. 47,, where a proceleusmaticus would have been un- 
metrical. In an epigram supposed to be by Anakreon (103) we 
read ἄστεϊ in the fifth foot. The dialect of the poem is, however, 
not Ionic. The fusion of εἴ to εἰ must, however, have taken 
place before the fifth century, despite the fact that we read 
πελέκεϊ, ἑπταπήχεϊ in the editions of Hdt. Anaxagoras 13 has 
πελέκει (δῖ. Simplicius), though Mullach adopts -«i. 


501.] Accusative Singular. ὀσφύν Miletos 100,, πάλμυν 
Hippon. 1; Hdt. Τῆλυν, Μῦν, ἰσχύν, ἔγχελυν, νηδύν, ὗν, τετράπηχυν: 
in pseudo-Jonic sources: ἰχθύν, πῆχυν, θῆλυν. 

502.| Nominative Plural. 

I. -ves: Hdt. Mdéves, Λίγυες, Λίβυες, dpves, Bépves, ἰχθύες, and 
so in pseudo-Ionic writers. Hippokr. éyyéAves VI 548. 

2. -ees: Hdt. πήχεες, τριπήχεες, ἡμίσεες. Hippokr. VI 600 
has both ἡδέες and ἡδεῖς. 

3. Neuter (nominative and accusative) -ea: Hdt. ἄστεα, 
διπήχεα, ἡμίσεα (in Attic sometimes -ἢ and so on a Delian 
inscription), Phokyl. 11, ἡδέα, Solon 43, τραχέα. 


503.] Genitive Plural. 

1. -vev: Hdt. Μαξύων, ὑῶν: ἰχθύων Hdt., Luk., Arrian. 

2. -εων : Hdt. πηχέων, τετραπηχέων, ἡμισέων. [τ τ 578 πελέκεων 
occurs. Protagoras has υἱέων. 


504.| Dative Plural. 

I. -vor in ὀφρῦσι Anakr. 54,, Hdt. tof. ἰχθύεσσιν in Anan. 
5g is an exception to the law that in Ionic -eoou is restricted to 
the segma declension. The form is a loan from the epos. Homer 
has σύεσσι, oval, νεκύεσσι, νέκυσσι, γένυσσι, &e. 

2. -εσι ἴῃ Hdt.: πελέκεσι, πήχεσι, ἑξαπήχεσι. Homer’s πελέ- 
κεσσι 15 due to the influence of -εσσι from sigma stems, which 
may appear as -εσι. 


505.| Accusative Plural. 

I. -vas: ἐγχέλυας Archil. epod. 101 (cf. ἐγχέλυες Φ 203), ὀφρύας 
Hat. II 66 (-ῦς Rd), ἰχθύας 11 94 (P Rd), ἰχθῦς (A BC). The 
former form is adopted by Stein. It occurs without a variant in 
TIT 98, and is found also im Lukian and Arrian. For Λίβυας 
II 55, 77, IV 160, VII 184 Bredow proposed to substitute 
Λίβυς, though this form is unattested. 

2. -vs in Hdt. ts Τ| 14, 47, IV 186, ἴτυς VII 89, and ἰχθῦς 
I 141. In Attic -vas is later than -is. Homer has both 
terminations, -vs occurring in words of more than one syllable, 
in the first foot and in the arsis of the third foot. Empedokles 
(106, 125 Stein) used ἰχθῦς both as nominative and accusative. 
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3. -eas in Hdt. πήχεας, πρέσβεας, ἑπταπήχεας, ἡμίσεας. The 
last mentioned form was thought to be better Attic than ἡμίσεις 
by the grammarians, whereas the contrary is the case, ἡμίσεις 
being the better attested form. In Ψ 114 we find πελέκεας. 


Hdt. IV 84 has υἱέας (Homeric), elsewhere υἱούς. Agathokles of 
Kyzikos (Athen. XIV 649 F) used the form θαμέας. 


506.| Feminine of Adjectives in -vs. Herodotos has -ea, 
not -eva (see δὲ 219, 419): eg. βαθέα I 178, τρηχέα IV 25, 
βραχέα V 49, παχέα VII 33, θήλεα III 109, ἰθέα I1 17, ἡμίσεα 
V τι1, δασέα IV 191; τρηχέης IV 23, θηλέης IT 55; θηλέῃ 
III 85, βαθέῃ 11 156, III 110, πλατέῃ 11 156, ἰθέῃ IX 57; 
βαρέαν II 94, τρηχέαν IX 122, εὐρέαν IV 3; θήλεαι IV 23, 
ἡμίσεαι VIIT 18; θηλέων IL 18, 46; no example of the dative 
plural occurs in Hdt.; θηλέας I 192, ἡμισέας IL το, VIII 27, 
idgas 1180. Otherwise adjectives in -vs are inflected like nouns 
IN -vs, -€0s. 


The MSS. testify in so many instances to the presence of the forms in -ea 
that we may venture to regard as foreign to the dialect of Herodotos those 
cases of the retention, even by all the MSS., of the forms in -εια. These are 
as follows :--Ααθεῖα VII 233 ἰ(εὐ)θεῖα 11 34; ἰθείης 11 161, ILL 127; ἰθεῖαν 
VII 193; ἰθείας 1 180; δασεῖα, δασεῖαν III 32 (δασέαν Miletos 1005); ταχείας 
VIII 23; ὀξεῖα IX 23; and θήλειαν L105 (CP). There is no basis for the 
view that a form like δασέα was introduced into the text of Hdt. at a period 
when such forms were common. In Attic they had a scant existence, in 
later Ionic they are unvouched for, and even in pseudo-Ionic writers they 
are sparingly attested. That the fuller form gained a position in the MSS. is 
not to be wondered at in view of the fact that it is made use of by Homer and 
by the Ionic poets. When the MSS. in general, inscriptions', and grammarians 
agree as to the Ionic character of a form, some variations in the MSS. must 
not weigh in the balance. 


In addition to the three examples of -ea from the genuine 
treatises of Hippokrates cited on p. 198, there may be quoted 
from the later tractates included in the Hippokratic corpus the 
following examples of the shorter form. They are: παχέαι and 
παχεῶν (v. 0. -et-) VI 60, ὀξέαι VIII 134 des (v. 0. -eu-); ὀξέη VI 
172 (0, vulgo -e-), 174 (0, vulgo -e-), d€éqv VI 178 (0, vulgo -ει-) 
and so twice VI 180, the same page showing τρηχείην. In VIII 
274 the θηλίαν of 0 is read θηλείην by Littré. Hippokrates has 
as a rule -eva, but also -ea, and the hyper-Ionic -ey evenin 0. The 
forms in -ea often have the v. Z. -eva. In § 219 all the examples 
found in the pseudo-Ionists were enumerated. 


1 The form δασείης Zeleia 114 E 4 is late. 


- 
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Diphthongal Stems. 


These are -nv/-ev, -nv, -0v, -wt/-o1, -wv. 


507.] Stems in -nv/-ev. On the cases of the v declension 
formed from a stem ev, see above, ὃ 497ff. On vids, υἱεύς, see 


δῷ 498, 508, 3: 


EUS εες 
eos (nos?) εων 
et (qu?) Evol 
€a €as 
ev εες 


Forms in -ea occur in tragedy (φονέα in Euripides Hek. 882, El. 599, 763) ; 
and -ea, -eas are not infrequent in comedy. Cf. Meineke, I 295 ff. In the 
latter they may be regarded as the beginning of the movement of the Kow4 
towards the frequent adoption of the forms with a. Nypéos Lon 1082, ᾿Αχιλῆος 
I. T. 436, βασιλῆες Andr. 1022 (-%s Dind.), βασιλῆας Phoin. 829 occur only in 
choric passages. -ees occurs in Persai 63, 580 (both choric). Septem 804 (trim.) 
contains βασιλέες : but the whole passage is full of difficulties and has long 
been suspected. Plato, Theait. 169 B, has Θησέες. A change of -ees in these 
passages to -ens is hazardous since Attic inméns may be nothing more than a 
confusion of ΕΣ and HS. 

Testimony of the grammarians. This deals exclusively with Homeric 
forms. Genitive: -nos Joh. Gr. 239 B, Greg. Kor. ὃ 20, Meerm. 649, Vat. 695, 
Hdn. IT 6935: Ξ- Choir. 159), II yo9.=Choir. 221,,, II 638,=An. Ox. IV 337, 
11 67333=Choir. 209, (παρὰ τοῖς ἀρχαίοις “Iwo, Et. M. 630,, Orion 188,0, An. 
Ox. I 31509, I 3233, An. Par. III 355,), Tzetz. Ex. Tl. 6143, 9495; Αρηος Hdn, 
II 682,,=Choir. 1453,, Diakonos on Hsd. Aspis 88, but”Apew is also called Ionic 
by Hdn. II 639.;= Hust. 518,,, quoting Archil. 47. -eos: ᾿Ατρέος Hust. 62354. 
This was the Kowy form according to Hdn. II 6733,=Choir. 200,45. -evs: 
᾿Ἰδομενεῦς N 424 (now read -μενεύς with MS. authority) and ’Oduceds w 398 are 
called Ionic and Doric by Hdn. IT 328,, and IT 6923.= Choir. 157.,, 11 6754= 
Choir. 211, (in this passage Hdn. recognizes that the nominative is preferable, 
quoting Φ 305, but Choir. makes no mention of the reading -evs), IL 677,,= 
Choir. 216, cf. also Hdn. in An. Ox. III 2333), and Bekk. An. IIT 1204,, 124059, 
Et. Gud. 27303, Hust. 1965.9. -εἰος in ᾿Αχιλλεῖος, βασιλεῖος Was used by the 
νεώτεροι Ἴωνες, Hdn. Il 674,=Choir. 209,. ᾿Αχίλλειος, βασίλειος were algo the 
late Aiolic forms according to Hdn. See §§ 25, 220. Dative: -ni: Tzetz. Ex. 
Il. 72,. -e¢: Joh. Gr. 242, Drakon 1576, cf. 161, Accusative : -na: An. Par. 
TIT 313g. -A<ea in Τυδῆ Hdn. IL 677,=Choir. 2152 (Ionic and Doric). 
Nominative Plural: -nes: Joh. Gr. 239 B, 240 B, Greg. Kor. 8 40, Meerm. 652, 
Vat. 696, 697, Drakon 115,;, Genitive Plural: -ηων : Schol. Ven. A (interlinear) 
on A176. Hust. 1108, Φωκήων : in 273, Eust. says that there was also a reading 
Φωκείων according to Aristarchos. So schol. Ven. A on B 517. This form 
cannot well be a parallel to ᾿Αχιλλεῖος. Accusative Plural: -nas: An. Ox. 
1 3152 


508.] Nominative Singular. «vs throughout: Εὐβοεύς Styra 
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1953, ἱερεύς Erythr. 206 B 58. On ἱερέως in Miletos 100,, see 
ᾧ 477. 

509.] Genitive Singular. ἱερέος Orop. 18 3, ’Avdpéos Chios 
174 D 6, @apyareo[s| Chios 174 C 18, Δωριέος Amorg. 23140. 
Φιλέος Chios 181 and Μνησέος Chios 182 are genitives from -ἧς 
or -evs. ᾿Αχιλλέος from Olbia, Latyschev I 62,, 675, 773, 804, 
83, (Attic βασιλέος C. 1. A. TIT 5522) are all very late?. 


The Attic has displaced the epichoric form in the following instances :— 
Κεραμέως Olbia, Jahrb. Suppl. vol. V 487 No. 47, X 29 No. 21, Αἰγιαλέως Smyrna 
1534, BpaBéws Maroneia Zeitsch. f. Num. IIL 284 No. 24 (before 400 B.0.), 
Keyxpéews Erythr. 201, (early part of the fourth cent.), Kaveacéws Erythr. 
206 A 19, βασιλέως 206 B 61, Samothrake 236 (Roman), ᾿Αχιλλέως Erythr. 
206 B 27, ‘Apuaréws 206 C 31, Βακχέως 206 C 36, Πεδιέως Thasos (L.) 14 B 9, 
Kompéws Teos, Ο. I. G. 30644, Σιδηρέω[ς] ibid. 1. τ. In ©. 1. G. 215%, 
(Samothrake) we must read *Apioréw[s]. This inscription contains the form 
ἱππάρχεω. Of the forms here cited that are dateable, most may be referred to 
the third century. This is noteworthy as regards the tenacity of the dialect 
in respect of its inflectional system. 


A genitive βα]σιλῆος is read by Le Bas No. 41 in an Erythraian 
inscription, There is no evidence from later literature of an 
Tonic -yos*; and historical reasons militate against Le Bas’ 
other restorations in the same inscription (Néldeke G. G. 4. 1884, 
294, Bechtel Jon. Insch. p. 125). We read Διὸς Πλουτῆος on 
a late inscription (No. 243 Halik.) that has not been recollated, 
and whose original is not to be found. If genuine, the genitive 
savours of poetical usage. Bechtel compares [Ἄρηος νικηθέντος 
(6. 1. 6. ΤΥ 7030). KepadEO® in No. 266, an inscription found 
on the Erechtheion, and regarded by Bechtel as Ionic, has been 
read by Neubauer Κεφαλῆος, by Bechtel Kepadeds (=evs). See 
Bechtel ad Joc. The only example of -nos from Attic is οἰκῆος, 
in a law quoted by Lysias X 19, a form doubted by Dittenberger 
Hermes XVII 36 (οἰκῆος for οἰκέως « ΟἸΚΕΟΣ Ὁ). The support 
for an inflection -yos, -n. to be gained from Πριηνῆν Samos 
212 (§ 510) is exceedingly weak. 

In the lyric poets we find -εος in Πριηνέος (Hipponax, tetr. 79) 
restored by Bergk for the vulgar Πριηνέως from Codex E of 
Suidas. Πριηνέος is also found in Archil. 97, epod., where it 
was restored for -éws by Elmsley. In a pentameter attributed 
to Anakreon (99) we read Θησέος. In an Ionic epigram (Bechtel 
No. 265) we find “Apeos. Herodotos has βασιλέος, &e.* (Αἰγέως 


1 ΚυἸνδιέος from Teos in Le Bas No. 130 (a very late inscr.). 

2 A few variants (Ἐρεχθῆος, Πηλῆος5) in Hat. are not valid evidence of the 
existence of an inflection to which the Aldine edition gave credence. 

3 Struve in his Quaest. de dial. Herod. specimen II first showed that the epic 
and Attic forms, even when supported by good MS. evidence (which is rarely 


the case), are to be rejected. 
pd 


“- 
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I 173 is incorrect), while Lukian has βασιλῆος in Syr. dea 4 (or 
-éws) and 17, as if he imitated Homer, not Herodotos. Huippokr. 
II 666 has γναφέως. Arrian has -ews in 511», 1511» 285, changed 
by Eberhard to -eos, for which there is MS. support in 34,, 
38,. -ews is not found in the lyric poets except in Μεγαρέως 
Theog. 23, for which Bekker and Renner read Meyapéos. 

The forms in -evos quoted by Herodian are explained as -eos 
with the glide zota in § 220; cf. ὃ 507, note 2. 


510.| Dative Singular. ἱερεῖ Orop. 18,,, Milet.100,; (é)pe? Tha- 
505 71; βασιλεῖ Iasos 105,; Εὐβολεῖ Paros 65; Πρινεῖ Erythr. 
201,0. In Samos 212 we read Πριηλῆι or Πριηνῆι an interesting 
form of the dative singular, held by Bechtel to be a locative}. 
Tyrt. V 1 βασιλῆι is not support enough for so wide a divergence 
from the Ionic prose ending; much less πόληι, which is an 
undoubted locative. Cf. § 513. Herodotos has βασιλέι, &e., 
according to the editors. The variations in favour of -e. are 
very numerous, notably in the class of which x was the arche- 
type. There can be no doubt that *ef: in the dative-locative 
singular did not remain open as late as the fifth century in 
the vulgar speech. The epic form occurs in Vita Homeri τι. 
Hippokr. VI 78 χοεῖ (v. 4. xot, χωΐ), Littré yoéi. 


511.] Accusative Singular. ἱερέὰ Oropos 18,, 445 96) 98» 
Thasos 71,, βασιλέα Mylasa 248 A 5, asin Hdt. Lukian Syr. dea 
has βασιλέα § 20 in F, while the rest of the MSS. have the epic 
form. Theognis 285 has the Old Ionic βασιλῆα. Etpupedovriddea 
Hippon. 85 is from a patronymic in -devs, cf. Μαιαδεῦ Hippon. 
16,. Haippokr. VIT 156, 158 χοέα (Attic χοᾶ) from χοεύς, which 
nominative was New Ionic, but not Attic. 


512.| Vocative Singular. Hdt. βασιλεῦ, &e.; Μαιαδεῦ 
Hippon. 16). 


518.] Nominative Plural. Ἐρετριεῖς Eretria 14, ἱερεῖς 
Tasos 104,,, βα]σιλεῖς Ephesos 1479, Μυλασεῖς Mylasa 248 C he 
᾿Ιασεῖς Sam. 221,, Κασταλεῖς Perinthos 234 B 39, and Παλζα]ιεῖς 
Rob. 1160 E. Theog. 263 τοκῆες has the Homeric ending which 
seh in Bacchyl. 42, in a fragment Ionic in metre, tone and 

ialect :— 


“Αβρότητι ξυνέασιν "Idveov βασιλῆες. 


This line must not be held to support a contemporary Ionic 
inflection which retained the ἡ. φονῆες in Archil. tetr. 59q is on 


1 Kirchhoff takes this to be a dative and finds here a mark of sub-dialectal 
difference. Hat. 1170 has Πριηνέος. Bechtel compares the locative τὸ χωρίον 
τὸ Μυρρινοῦντι in Attic. 
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the other hand a highly remarkable form, as it is the only 
instance, except ᾿Ησιονῆας Kallinos 5, in an early lyric poet of 
Tonic birth, of the appearance of the long stem vowel. Neverthe- 
less it is possible to find in the character of the verse (cf. § 52) 
an explanation for the presence of an Homeric form. It 1s unwise 
to admit the survival of the -y- forms in ordinary Ionic speech ; 
a conclusion not vitiated by Πριηνῆι (δ 510). Hdt. βασιλέες, &e., 
and so in the later Jonists except Arrian Jud. 23, ἱππεῖς in all 
MSS. (Eberhard ἱππέες), Abydenos 1 βασιλεῖς. The epic form 
seems occasionally to have been dragged into the MSS. of Hdt. 
and also occurs in ep. Hippokr. 27,, βασιλῆες, Aret. 63, 166 
ὀχῆες. κεραμέες (32) is the only case in the Vita Homeri of the 
open form (ἁλιῆες 35). -ees must have been contracted in the 
fifth century. 


514.] Genitive Plural. ᾿Ερετριέων Head H. N. 307, Ἵστι- 
αἰέων ibid. 309, Χαλκιδέων Olynth. 8 B το, 9, and Erythr. 201,.; 
Πριηνέων Priene 143, ᾿Ιασέων Tasos 104, and Samos 222,53 
᾿Αλικα[ζρνη Ἰσσέων Halik. 238,,; Θατέων Pantik. 122 and Phanag. 
167, 168; ἀμφορέων Zeleia 114 D 5; βασιλέων Eph. 1479; 
Μυλασέων Mylasa 248 A 7,10; Δω[ριϊέων Rob. 1 137 (Didyma). 
Herodot. has βασιλέων, &e. (v. 2, occasionally in -nwv as also in 
epist. Hippokr. 17,9). ᾿Ἐρετριῶν, 411 B.C., Ἔφ. apy. 1890-1, 196 ff. 

In the lyric poets: γονέων Theog. 1330. 


515.| Dative Plural. Χαλκιδεῦσι Olynth. 8 A 8-9, Συκε- 
εῦσιν Prokon. 103;9;;, Μυλασεῦσιν Mylasa 248 A 3; Hat. 
βασιλεῦσι, &e. 


516.| Accusative Plural. βασιλέας Chios Berlin, Phil. 
Wochenschr. 1889, p. 1195, 1. 8; Taopéas Erythr. 209, 2. In 
the elegiac poets we find the epic -nas (Theognis 821, 1211 
τοκῆας, Kallinos 5 ’Hovovfjas, Tyrt. 45 βασιλῆα"). The epic 
form was apparently affected by some of the pseudo-Ionists : 
Aretaios ἀνοχῆας 45, epist. Hippokr. γονῆας 13,, βασιλῆας 179g, If 
they are not due to the same cause which lodged the epic forms in 
some MSS, of Hdt. Hdt. has βασιλέας, &e. Ὑσιᾶς VI 108 (A BP, 
Stein Ὑσιάς) recalls "Eperpias, ᾿Ισστιαιᾶς Eretr. 15; 1g as in 
Attic inscriptions of the fifth century (Αλαιᾶς, ἱΒστιαιᾶς). In the 
fourth century (350-300) both -as and -éas occur in Attic. 
υἱέας Hdt. IV 84 is an exception to the inflection of ‘son’ 
in post-Homeric Ionic. See § 498. 


517.] Ζεύς, νηῦς, βοῦς, χοῦς, ΓΑρης. 
τ. Ζεύς Amorg. 33, Sim. Am. 73, Mimn. 1.9, Theog. 337. 
For Zds in a fragment of Pherekydes of Syros, quoted by 


1 Of. Collitz, B. B. X 47 ff. 
pd2 
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Clemens, Ζής is the form to be expected in Ionic; see Hdn. 
1 4025, ΠῚ οἵιρ anda ch. ὁ 182. Διός Paros 5994 (epigt.), 
Erythr. 206 B 19, Halik. 243, Sim. Am. 794» Solon 4,, Theog. 1, 
11, 15 (Διόθεν 197), Anakr. 69, Hdt. IT 13, ὅτο. Ζηνός Solon 
13,, 25, Herakl. 65. On Aw and Δί see § 270. Hdt. V 49 
has the former form. Δία occurs in Anakr. ὅς, &c. Ζεῦν 
Aischrion apud Athen. VIII 335 B, cf. Eust. 1987... Bergk 
(8;) edits Ζῆν᾽. Ζῆνα Theog. 285 asin Z 157, ὦ 472. & 265, 
© 206 are hypermetrical if we do not adopt the form Ζῆν « 
ἜΔιῆν. Ζεῦ Archil. epod. 88,, Hippon. 30 A, Anakr. 79, 
Theog. 731, &c. 

In IT 642,,(=An. Ox. III 237,,), cf. 1 39423, Herodian states 
that the παλαιοὶ Ἴωνες used Ζήν, Ζηνός, the μεταγενέστεροι, Zav, 
Zavés. Zavds and Zavi are found in Bergk, /. L. G. III Adespota 
82 A B:— 


Κλῦθί μοι Zavds τε κούρη. 
Zavi τ᾽ ἐλευθερίῳ. 


Ζηνός occurs iid. Adesp. 78. See § 182. 

Διειτρέφης referred in ὃ 215 to a stem difo- may perhaps be 
better explained as the old dative of the stem diF-. It cannot, 
however, be derived from *AujFi, whence Ace? through *Ax7. 

2. νηῦς 1 in Hdt., with ἡ for ἃ adopted by the nominative from 
some oblique cases*. vdv- occurs in ναυπηγήσιμος in Hdt. and 
Olynthos 8 B 2; vavapytn, vavnyin, νεναυηγήκασι, &c., in Hdt. 
Herodas has νηῦς 14,. Theognis 84, 856, 1361 has ναῦς, but in 
970 A has νηῦς. Whether vets mentioned by Hdn. I 4or,, 
II 55311 15 ascribed solely to Homer, is uncertain. From IT 674,, 
νεῦς, νεός καὶ ypets, ypeds 1t might be supposed that Hdn. had the 
later Ionic in mind. In IT 675,9 νεῦς, νεός, vet, vet are compared 
with ypets, ypeds, ypet, ypet. vet actually appears in Hdt. VII 
184 (4 BC), and νευσί (Littré vedo.) in a pseudo-Hippokratic 
letter (IX 414). But perhaps the forms νέες, νεῶν, νέεσσι, νέας, 
which occur in the epos, were not without influence upon Herodian 
in causing him to set up a nominative veds. νεός 18 generally 
stated to be the Herodoteian genitive. The MSS., however, have 
νηός ὃ almost without a variant, which is not to be rejected, 
despite λεώς and other forms in which yo<dfo has suffered 
metathesis quantitatis. Cf, § 170. νηός is found in the elegy: 
Archil. 4,, Theog. 513. Arrian has veds, a form that is also 
found in the best MSS. of Hdt., and for which veds is substituted 


1 Tzetz., Ex. 1]. 74, . 

2 It is to be noticed that only when 7 is=I. E. ἃ is it reinstated in the 
nominative from the analogy of other case forms. A βασιληῦς is unheard of, 

$ Hust. 1716, Ἰωνικὸν δὲ πάντως τὸ νηὸς καὶ γρηός : Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 7449. 
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by Merzdorf (Curtius’ Stud. TX p. 242), who regard its -os as due 
to the influence of that of other consonantal stems (cf. Brugmann 
Gramm. § 19). νηί is often found in the MSS. of Hdt. On 
vel, see above. vni Solon 19,. See § 238. νέα occurs in Hdt. 
nineteen times without a variant. & has νῆα eight times in the 
eighth book. Euseb. Mynd. 12, and Hippokr. epistle 17, have νῆα, 
Arrian the Attic ναῦν, a form that may be regarded as Doric in 
Theog. 680. Herodas 2, has νηῦν by a probable conjecture of 
Blass. __vées} nineteen times without variant in Hdt., νῆες only 
twice without a variant. Arrian and Aretaios appear to have the 
latter form, which is more frequent in Homer than the former. 
νέες is derived directly from vij-es. νεῶν Hdt. fifty-nine times 
without a variant, but νηῶν VII 160 in all MSS. νεῶν is the 
Arrianic form. νηυσί Hdt., Mimn. 95, Solon 13,,, Theog. 12. 
Arrian has the Attic νᾶυσί 5, which represents the original Greek 
form better than the Ionic νηυσί. Ona νευσί in Homer, cf. Hdn, 
i ee νέας ὃ 110 times without a variant in Hdt., νῆας 
without a variant V 83, vats VI 46, VIII 94 asin Arrian. In 
these passages νέας is to be adopted. νέας is from νῆας < ndu-ns, 
as vé-es from vyj-es. Attic ναῦς, like ναῦν, is a new formation, 

3. γρηῦς. In Archil. 31 we must read γρηῦς for γραῦς. γρῆϊ 
occurs in an iambic fragment (Bergk P. 1. G. III 692, Adespota 
16). γρηῦν is found in Hippokr. VIII 448 in C. Bergk reads 
γρηῦν (sic) on Archil. τόδ. Hdn. IT 645,,=An. Ox. IV 337, 
cites the form thus and compares ypni x 395. He, however, 
remarks: τὸ νηῦς ἢ ypnis διῃρημένον κατὰ τοὺς “lwvas οὐκ ἐκλίθη. 
The resolved forms (γρηῦς, &c.) are later than the closed (ypyis). 
Hdn. cites γρεῦς, ypeds, ypet (above under νηῦς). Herodas 3.0 has 
γρηῦν. 

4. βοῦς and χοῦς, βοός Hdt., Anakr. 21,, Hrd. 4.5; Bot Hadt., 
βοῦν Hdt.*, Hrd. 4,;; βόες Hdt.; βοῦς accusative plural Hdt. 
(v. 2. βόας IV 8 in δ, which has also Γηρυόναο as an epic 
reminiscence, cf. Hekat. 349), βόας Lukian Syr. dea 54, Astr. 22 
(Ἠελίου βόας an epic reminiscence?) and Arrian 77. βόας 15 an 
earlier form than βοῦς, which is formed from βοῦν. 

χοῦς, from xéFos, follows the analogy of Bots. Hadt. has χοῦν 
cf, φλοῦν). Arrian has χόον 13, but χοῦν 13,, so fluctuating are 
the MSS. Eberhard writes χόον in both cases. 

5. "Apns® Anakr. 70. Ἄρεος Hat. 11 63, 83, IV 62, VII 76, 


1 νέες Gram. Paris. p. 677, ὃ 6=An. Bachm. II 366,;. 

2 Called Ionic by Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 847. 

3 νέας Greg. Kor. 88 19, 24, and 53, p. 461; νῆας Tzetz. Ex. 1], 74, and on 
Hsd. W. D. 244. ; , 

* Boy II 40 Rd and Aldus; VI 67 Aldus. This form is that of H 238. 

5 The Homeric forms of this word are given Eust. 518,,, An, Ox, III 237;= 
Han. 11 639», ff. 


΄ 
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Tyrt. 16, (embat.) in D # (vulg. "Αρεως) as in Hom, and Hsd., 
Lukian, Ast. 20, 22. Ἄρηος is perhaps a v. ὦ. Hdt. 1V 62 (C). 
It is not an Ionic prose form, but is found in Tyrt. 11, for the 
vulgate ’Apews, according to Bergk. Schneidewin here adopted 
“Apeos. “Apnos is the Homeric and Hesiodic form, The H of 
APHOS upon an Attic vase from Kameiros (Journ. of Philol. 
VII 1877) must be a mistake for E.  “Apew? Archil. 48. This 


is said to have been written by Aristarchos in Ξ 485, = 100, 
213 for Zenodotos’ ἀρῆς. [Ἄρει Sim. Amorg. 1, (- εἰ vulgo, cf. 
B 479), and Hdt. II 63. This form preserves the natural 
quantity of the initial vowel (a). “Apne Hdt. IV 59, 62 in all 
MSS. (cf. B 385, &c.). Stem reads “Apei, which is correct 
except the diaeresis. The Simonideian form was the prose 
form as well. "Apea Hdt. II 63, 1V 59, V 7, Luk. Asétr. 27. 
Homer has "Apna and Αρην. 


The inflection according to the -ev- stem ὃ is older than that 
In -eo-; and is supreme in Aiolic. From ”Apea, an ambiguous 
accusative, came the inflection on the lines of a sigmatic stem: 
“Apns,”"Apei. On the other hand ”Apys was inflected as a stem in 
n, Apno producing *Apew in Archil., and the Homeric ’Apnv. On 
the relations of the three stems, see Bechtel, Géttinger Nachrichten, 
1886, p. 378. With "Apevs “Apns, cf. the so-called Doric Tvans, 
Ὄρφης, ᾿Ωλίξης in Ibykos*, and the Latin Ulixes, Achilles. 


Stems im w1/or. 


518.] The terminations of the singular (plural not attested) 
are ὦ, wi; ovs, ot, ovy (ὦ ὃ), o. On the forms in -é and -ώι see 
Ahrens, Kleine Schriften I 31 ff., Schmidt, K. Z. XX VII 2745 


and Brugmann, Gramm. 70° note. 


Testimony of the Grammarians. 


The statements of Hdn. 11 338,,=755a (=Choir. 332,,), Plut. Mor. 1078 B 
that Zampédos, Λητόος were Ionic are unsupported by tradition. Λητόος may, 


* Hdn. IT 6392; = Eust. 518.5: σπονδειακὸν “Apns “Apou ὅθεν κατὰ Ἰάδα 
διάλεκτον ἐπεκτείνας ᾿Αρχίλοχος .. . ‘maid’ ἤΑρεω μιηφόνου.᾽ 

* The Et. M. 138, supposes that this ~Apew is the genitive of “Apews. But in Z 
485 and 3 213 the MSS. generally have “Apews, not “Apew (in S 100 ἀρῆς), and 
Didymos’ διὰ τοῦ ὦ may refer to the penultimate, not the ultimate, letter, as 
is pointed out by Schulze in K. Z. XXIX 255, who regards this “Apews as 
a mistaken reading for &peos, genitive of ἄρος" βλάβος ἀκούσιον in Hesychios. 
This &pos has the same meaning as ἀρή (ἀρὴν ἑτάροισιν ἀμύνειν M 334). It is 
certainly difficult to see how Aristarchos found a genitive of “Apns in the 
passages. ἄρειᾷς Hippon. 65 is doubtless connected with ἄρειά, derived from 
this Gpos, not from ἀρά as L. & S. think. 

* This appears in ᾿Αρηίθους Thasos (L.) 14 B 2, τὸ B 7. 

* Cf. Kretschmer, K. Ζ. XXIX 433 
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however, be read in Homer and in Hesiod, Aspis 202, and Hymn to Hermes 
521, Apollo 545. [Casaubon wrote Καλλιστόος for -ods in the senarius of 
Machon preserved in Athen. XIII 583 A (Καλλιστοῦς δὲ τῆς Ὑὸς κεκλημένης), 
but it is improbable that Machon should have had any knowledge of a form 
that has disappeared from literature. Καλλίστιον is a common name for an 
hetaira]. Cf. ’Ados (Ὁ) Pind. Nem. VI 52. Joh. Gr. 268 B claims that forms in 
-dos were in use among certain of the Dorians. -οῦν Joh. Gr. 240, 268 B, 
Greg. K. § 35, Drakon 1163, Birnb. 6775. Gram. Vat. 696 regarded Λητών and 
Σαπφών as Ionic. These forms are referred to by Hdn. II 755,;, who held, 
according to Choir. 33350, that Σαπφοῖν and Λητοῖν (accusative) were derived 
from the -ὡν forms by a change (unheard of in Ionic) of » to οι. Fora correction 
of this passage, which supplies the missing -ovy from Choiroboskos, see 
Ahrens, Kl. Schr. I 40. 


519.| Nominative. There are two forms on inscriptions :— 


(1) &: φλυτώ Rob. I 188 E 
Κλυτώ 190 1 F 
Μυρώ 190 1 B On Chalkidian vase 
Fid 190 ΤΟΙ ILC inscriptions. 
Ξανθώ το 1 H 
Nooo Erythrai 206 C το. 

(2) ᾧ (61): these are rare in Ionic. 
Ξαν[ θ]ῴύ Rob. I 190 IT B, Chalkidian. 
Διονυσῴ C. 1. G. 2151, Chalkidian. 


᾿Αρτεμῴ C. 1. G. 696 late, Milesian. 
Φιλυτῴ C. 1. G. 2310, probably not Ionic. 


In Ionic literature only the former of these occurs. 


520.|] Genitive. Πειθοῦς Thasos 70, Ν]οσσοῦς Erythr. 206 
C ir, perhaps Φαινοῦς or Φαεινοῦς on the electrum stater re- 
produced in Roberts I p. 177=Bechtel 247. Herodotos uses 
᾿Ιοῦς, Λητοῦς, Γοργοῦς (with no trace of the v stem), Σαπφοῦς, &e. 
Λητοῦς occurs in Theog. 1, Herodas Κλεοῦς 35, Κοριττοῦς 64, 
Lukian Aepxerods. Ahrens sought to find the form in -os, 
which is Aiolic and Doric (in part), in Ionic territory. The 
inscription of Tenos C. I. G. 2338, whence he cites Φειδῶς 1. 92, 
&e., contains no Ionisms. In Homer the open forms may be 
read except in a few cases: A g (υ. 7, Λητοῦς ἀγλαὸς vids), Ξ 327 
(spurious). 


521.] Dative. ᾿Αλεκσοῖ Amorgos, Rob. I 158 B, is a doubtful 
reading though the ΟἹ 15 plain; Βαβοῖ Paros 65, Πεδιοῖ Chalkidian, 
Rob. I 183 A B (Fick Πεδίωι). Hdt. has Λητοῖ, ᾿Αργοῖ, εὐεστοῖ. 
Hippokr. V 128 λεχοῖ is better than λεχοῖς. Lukian Δερκετοῖ. 


522.| Accusative Singular. In inscriptions we find Λητοῦν 
Eretria 16 A 48 as in Herodotos II 156, Δημοῦν Smyrna 154, 


.- 
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and Μητροῦν C. I. G. 3241, ᾿Αρτεμοῦν C. 1. G. 3223, both late 
Smyrnaian documents. From the poets the instances are Κυψοῦν 
Hipponax 87, Λητοῦν Hrd. 293, Μητροῦν 64;, πειθοῦν 6,,. In 
Herodotos there are two sets of forms: (1) -ov4. ᾿ἸΙοῦν I 1, 2, 
II 41, Bovrody IL 59, &c., Τιμοῦν VI 134,135. In 11 156 for 
Λητοῦν there is the τ. ὦ. Λητώ. (2) τώ. Πυθώ 154, Σαρδώ I 170, 
&e., Πειθώ VIII 111. Compare the Homeric Πηρώ, Τυρώ, 
Kretan Λατώ Cauer 117,,, the Delphic and Attic Φιλώ, forms 
showing the retention of the nominative accentuation?. Kirchhoff 
inclines to the view that -οῦν is the only correct form. The -ώ 
forms may have been inserted through recollection of the 
Homeric accusative. κακεστοῦν in Hesychios is Ionic, ef. εὐεστοῦν 
in Demokritos 206. 


528.] Varia. 

1. Vocative. Κοριττοῖ Herodas 6,,, &c., Mnrpot 6,, &e. The 
former has as a by-form Κοριττί 6,,, with which we may compare 
Νοσσίς 6,5, a parallel form of Νοσσώ, § 510 (1). 

2. Plural, In Hippokr. V 128 λεχοῖ, not λεχοῖς as was read 
by Galen, is to be adopted. In Hesiod, Theogon. 274 we find 
Topyovs. A few forms appear in Attic poetry, but among the 
Tonians the plural did not exist. 

3. Variation with -v stems. The vocative of χελιδών is χελιδοῖ 
Anakr, 67, as in Aristoph. Birds 1411; cf. dndot tid. 679. 
Hippokr. has βληχοῦς with which compare βληχοῖ in Theo- 
phrastos, BAnyé Lysistrata 89. εἰκών has in Hdt. the accusative 
εἰκώ VII 69 (εἰκόνα 11 143). ' Cf. κυκεῶνα Hipponax 43, with 
κυκεῶ κ 290. On γληχώ, &e., see ὃ 552. 


Stems im wv/wF. 


524.| This declension has been partly merged with the so- 
called Attic declension, § 477. 

Nominative. Hdt. πάτρως, Μίνως, ἥρως. 

Genitive. ἥρωος Hdt. VI 69, Μίνωος Hdt. III 122 as in 
Homer. The Romanus has here Μίνω, which is the only form 
in 1171, 173. A similar ingression of the ‘Attic’ declension 
is found in the Homeric ἥρῳ which may be displaced H 453, 
6 483 by the dactylic form ἥρωϊ. 

Dative. ἥρωϊ Hdt. VIII 117. 

Accusative. ἥρων Hdt. I 167, Homeric ἥρωα in II 143; 


: Hort. Adon. p. 268 B of δὲ Ἴωνες αὐτὴν εἰς ovy ἐποίουν, Σαπφοῦν καὶ Λητοῦν. 
? According to some of the ancients with the perispomenon accent. 
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VI 69, as in the non-Ionic inscription from Priene (No. 141,). 
πάτρων is found IV 76, IX 78, but μήτρωα IV 80 according 
to Stem. Μίνων occurs VII 170, 171, with traces of a form in 
-ew and -εων due to the supposed fondness of Ionic for -ew. In 
VII 171 the Aldine edition adopted the Homeric Μίνωα. 
Lukian Astro/. 20 has Μίνω. It is evident that such fluctuation 
was unknown in the original Hdt., though which form is to be 
adopted is uncertain. 


Nominative Plural. ἥρωες Samos 225. 
Dative Plural. ἥρωσι Hdt. VII 43. 


Stems in Sigma. 


This declension comprises stems in -es, with nominative in -os, 
or -ns (525-540); stems in -ds (541); stems in -os (542), -vs 
(543), and those in -as/-es, varying with -ar, nominative -as (544). 


Stems in -es. 


525.| Terminations :— 


os, ἧς ees (εις), €a 
εος, €vs εων 

ει εσι 

ea (nv), ες Eas, εα. 


Testimony of the Grammarians. 


Genitive: -eos Joh. Gr. 239 B, 242, Greg. Kor. § 11, Meerm. 649, 655, Vat. 695, 
Et. M. 152,., Hdn. 11 6929, (=Choir. 15632). Cf. Schol. Ven. A on O 302, who 
quotes ξίφεος from Hekataios. -evs. The Homeric ἐρέβευς is called Ionic or 
Doric in Hdn. 11 675,, (Choir. 212,;), 11 6922, (Choir. 1573,), IL 336,;, IL 7771 
(Choir. 3953;), ef. 11 328,, and Et. Gud. 273... «devs Schol. Nikander Ther. 2. 
βέλευς and σάκευς are called Doric by Tzetz. on Hsd. Scutwm 334, and ἐρέβευς 
is said to be Doric, not Doric and Ionic, by An. Ox. IT 343.5. On Homeric 
forms in -evs, see Schol. Ven. Aon Ὁ 3. Dative: -εἰ Joh. Gr. 240, 242, Greg. 
Kor. §§ 11, 34, Meerm. 655, Birnb. 677... Accusative: -ea Joh. Gr. 239 B, Greg. 
Kor. § 11, Meerm. 649, Vat. 695, Schol. Ven. A on B 115 (cf. also on K 281) 
δυσκλέὰ καὶ ἀκλέα ᾿Ἰωνικῶς, of δὲ ᾿Αττικοὶ ἐκτείνουσιν. Nominative Plural: -ees 
Joh. Gr. 240 B, Greg. Kor. § 40, Meerm. 652, Vat. 697. -εα. Joh. Gr. 240 B, 
Meerm. 652, Aug. 667, Vat. 697, Birnb. 677;,, An. Bachm. II 367,. Genitive 
Plural: -ewy Joh. Gr. 240 B, cf. Greg. Kor. § 11, Meerm. 652, Aug. 667, Vat. 
697, Birnb. 677;,, Bekk. An. I 404,,=Bachm. An. I 98.9. Accusative Plural : 
-eas, see Schol. Ven. A on K 281, 
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526.| Nominative Singular. 

1. Names in -κλέης, -κλῆς (Dialectal Subdivision) im inscriptions. 

In inscriptions we notice a difference in names in -κλῆς between 
the Ionic of Euboia and of its colonies and that of the islands 
and of the Asiatic mainland. In Euboia we find -κλέης, in 
the other portions of Ionic territory -«Ajs. A similar variation 
may be observed in Attic inscriptions, though there the difference 
is chronological merely. The oldest prose inscriptions have 
-κλῆς, while even in the fifth century the longer form comes 
to light; and the latter appears, though sporadically, in the 
inscriptional monuments of the fourth century. 


A, Euboian Ionic. 


ἹἽπποκλέης Eretria 16 C 44 (340-278 B.c.); in Styra 19 
Ocoxrr<A>éns 45, ᾿Επικλέης 187, Νικοκλέης 271 all of the 
fifth century. The single case of -κλῆς (Ἡρακλῆς Roberts I 191 
B and 192 B on amphorae) may be accounted for by the 
constant variations in the dialect of vase inscriptions, explained 
by Kretschmer, K. Ζ. XXIX p. 393 ff. 


B. Ionic of the Islands. 

Ηιπποκλῆς Amorg. 31, “Ηγησικλῆς Keos 44 B 15, ᾿Αριστοκλῆς 
44 B 18, [Φ]7ιλοκλῆ[ 9] 44 Β το, Ὑψικλῆς Delos 55 II 4, Διοκλῆς, 
Πολυκλῆς, Μενεκλῆς Delos B. C. H. VII 107, lines 6 and 18, 
Τιμοκλ(ῆ)[ 5] Thasos 72,1, Ἱπποκλῆς Thasos 78 C το, Μεγακλῆς 
Thasos 81 B 2 and in nineteen names in -κλῆς in the Thasian 
inscriptions in the Louvre (in Bechtel’s collection: Thasische 
Insch. ionischen Dialekts im Louvre), Τιμοκλῆς Siphnos 89. 


C. Ionic of the Asiatic mainland and of the colonies of Asiatic 
cities. 

Πασικλῆς Miletos 93, Τερψικλῆς Mil. 94, both inscriptions 
of the sixth century, Στρατοκλῆς Theodosia (?) 127, [Τι]μοκλῆς 
Zeleia 113,, ᾿Ηπειροκλῆς Smyrna 153,,, and Lampsak. 171, 
᾿Αγαθοκλῆς Smyrna 15319, Πυθοκλῆς Erythr. 206 A 32, 35, 
᾿Ιατροκλῆς 206 A 38, ᾿Αριστοκλῆς 206 B 48, 206 C 37, Μενεκλῆς 
206 C 19, ᾿Αγασικλῆς 206 C 36, ᾿Αριστοκλ[ἢ]ς Erythr. Zectschr. 
J. Num. XIV 152,’ Ἡγεκλῆς, Ξενοκλῆς, Μεγακλῆς Ephesos (Head, 
Num. Chron. 1880, 117 ff.). From island colonies: Εὐκλῆς 
Tasos 104.» Ιατροκλῆς 1045, Φιλοκλῆς Chios 174 C 19, PavoxdA[s] 
Chios, Zeitschr. f. Num. XIV 153, the Samian Δαμασικλῆς 
Bechtel No. 217,, Πυθοκλῆς 2173, Θεμιστοκλῆς 2224, Διοκλῆς 
Perinth. 234 A 14, ᾿Αγαθοκλῆς 234 B 3. Τερψικλῆς in No. 260 
of uncertain provenance, but probably Asiatic Ionic. It ma 
be noticed that Τερψικλῆς was the name of Archilochos’ father. 


1 Τιμοκλέους Choiseul and Koehler, -κλέης Boeckh, -κλῆς Karsten. 
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2. In the lyric poets: Tpoxdens Phokylides 1,, Demodokos 2., 
with the open form that is not found in the contemporaneous 
dialect of Miletos!. No example of a noun in -κλῆς has been 
discovered in a Lerian inscription. It should be noticed that 
IIpoxAgovs in Demod, 2, and Phokyl. 1, are non-Ionic, but 
readily admit the substitution of ITpoxAéos. The Phokylideian 
passage might be cured by writing καὶ δὲ Προκλῆς (Fick), but 
neither epigram should be tampered with, as it is not certain 
that the original form has been preserved. 


3. In Lonic prose : -κλῆς is the correct form in Herodotos, though 
rarely admitted by all MSS., as in Ἡρακλῆς II 145, Προκλῆς 
III 50, 51, Μανδροκλῆς IV 87 (P δ, but -éns A BC ἃ), 
Σωσικλῆς V 93 (4 δὶ Cd, -éns reliqui). In all these passages 
Stein and Holder adopt the uncontracted forms; a procedure 
which is open to grave doubt. Themistokles’ name occurs 
twenty-three times in the uncontracted form in all MSS. In 
the case of other names the testimony is almost entirely in 
favour of the open form ; which appears in the Arrianic Ἡρακλέης 
5139 ὃ.» 7, Νικοκλέης 18... All who quote Hekataios have Ἡρακλῆς 
(48, 345, 349), and so in the case of Hellanikos 50 (Θεοκλῆ-). 

on 1 has of course Σοφοκλῆς. 


4. The nominative neuter ddos (in Halik. 238,,, τὸ ddos) 
affords a remarkable confirmation of the Hesychian glosses ἄδημα: 
ddos* ψήφισμα: δόγμα, with which we may compare ἄδηκε βουλή 
in Hipponax frag. 100. The word is not attested except in 
Tonic. ἄδος is connected with the last member of the Ionic names 
Λεάδης Styra 19,4,, and Λεώδης Thasos 77 B 7 (Aeddevs). The 
second form is=Anfoddns (Hom. Anééns), the first from An(Fo)ddns 
as Λέαναξ from An(Fo)Fava&. Cf. δὲ 281, 289. 


527.| Genitive Singular of Proper Nouns in -ns (Inscrip- 
tions). In the following tables are enumerated the occurrences 
(in Bechtel’s collection) of the genitive of the -es (-ns) declension 
together with the genitive of nouns of other declensions, whose 
genitive is made in -εος, &c. (except the patronymics in -deos, 
-devs, and the terminations -yopevs, which have been tabulated 
above § 427). The Thasian inscriptions of the Louvre I have 
placed in the third century, though the latest (part of Nos. 15, 
16, 20, 21, and all of No. 18) may be referred to the beginning 
of the second century. It will be remembered that only those 
inscriptions are cited which contain one or more Tonisms, and 
that the lists do not attempt to trace out the usage of the 
inscriptions after the dialect had passed completely under the 
sway of Attic. 


1 Both Προκλέης and Προκλῆς are Old-Attic. 
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τεου5 


Δεινομένεος Nax. 23 
τοὐρμοκράτεος Prokon. 
103 


V Century. |VICent. 


᾿Αστυκλέος Sam. 215 
(epigr.) 
Θεμιστοκλέος Magnesia, 
Head, H. N. 501 
Κυδιγένεος Keos 45 
Δημοκρίνεος Sam. 214 


IV Century. 


Δεξικλέος Keos 48 

Ἡρακλέος Thasos 712 

Πατροκλέος Eph. 146, 
and Maroneia, Head, 
H. N. 216 

Οἰκλέος Chios 183 B 33, 
cf. No. 190 


Μητροφάνεος Maroneia 
196, 13 


Καλλικράτεος Maroneia, 
Head, H. Ν. 216 

Ἑρμοκράτεος Pantikap. 
Lat. 11 185 

Ἱπποσθένεος 
166 

Αὐτοσθένεος Chios, Pas- 
pates Is 

Παιρισάδεος Pantikap. 
119, Phanag. 166, 
168 


Εὐπείθεος Eph. 146 


Phanag. 


TloAvxdpeos Pantik., 
Latyschev II 183; 
cf. "Emixdpeos, p. 311 


ἸἸΙατροκλεῦς Iasos 104g, 
12) 209 33) 42 


Πασιφάνευς 1asos1049, 7 
᾿Αντιφάνευς Lasos 1045, 
᾿Αριστοφάνευς Leros 107 


[Kp ]érevs Iasos 104,; 
Ἱπποκράτευς Lasos 104,, 


Meyaundevs Teos 157.9 
᾿Αρταξέρξευς Myl. 248 
ABC 


Δαμασικί λ]έους Sam. 
22039 (346/45 B.C.) 
MavdpoxAéovs Chios, 

Paspates 14 
᾽Ορσικλέους, ibid. 14 


Εὐρυσθένεους Sam. 217 


cf. § 247 


III Century. 


᾿᾽Ονησικλέος Amorg,. 38 
᾿Αλεξικλέος Delos 55 I 
Ἰατροκλέος Delos 55 II 
᾿Ὡψψοκλέος Thasos 75 A 3 
Παν]τακλέος Thas. 78 
A 3, 80, 
Τ(ε)λεσικλέος 
78 B4 
Παγκλέος Thas. (L.) 4 
A2 


Thas. 


᾿Αριστοκλέος Thas. (L.) 
4A 12 

᾿Αγασικλέος Thas. (L.) 
8 A 2 

‘YWordéos Thas. (L.) 10 
Α 8 


Τιμοκλεῦς Thasos 76; 
Κρατησικλεῦς Thasos 
(L.) 14 Ag 


᾿Αριστοκλέουξς Thasos 
721 (300-250) cf. § 247 

Κρατησικλέους Thas. 82 
B τι (225-200) 

Ἡρακλέους Erythr. 206 
B 37 (after 278 B.c.) 

Ἱεροκλέους Lasos, J.H.S. 
IX 341, No. 3 
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-€L0US -ov ae ee 
Ἱπποσθένους Chios, 
Paspates 110 
Παιρισάδους Pan- 
tik. 120, Phan. 
165, 167 
᾿Α[γα]σικλείους 
Erythr. 206 B 37 
Μενεκλείους Hry. 
206 B 36, 54 


‘YWucAetous Ery. 
206 A 26 
ἸΙατροκλείους Ery. 
206 A 39 
Παντακλείους Th. 
(L.) 15 A 4 
Εὐθυκλείους Th. 
(L.) 16 A 12,18 
Ay, τὸ A6 
᾿Ανδροκλείους Th. 
(L.) 16 A τό 
᾿Αριστοκλείους Th. 
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᾿Αριστοφάνεος Th. (L.) 
4A8 

Ἐενοφάνεος (?) Th. (L.) 
53 


Τιμοκράτεος Th. 82 B13 
(225-200) 

*Emucpareos Th. (LL) 2, 
(about 300) 


᾿Αριστομένευς Thas. 72; 
KA Jeowéveus Thas. 804, 
᾿Αλθημένευς Thas. (L.) 


4B3 

Εἰδομένευς Thas. (L.) 5. 

Καλλιμένευς Thas. (L.) 
wr A2 

᾽Ορθομένευς Thas. (L.) 
12 © 3,13 A6 


Θεογένευς Thas. 78 C 5 
Κλεογένευς Thas. (L.) 
1204 


Al ew |oOévevs Th. 78 Ag 
Εὐρυσθένευς Th. (L.) 12 
Bs 


Τηλεφάνευς Th. 77 Ag, 
iS GO Bp Wie, Cay) TA 
B τὸ 14 Bio 

᾿Αντιφάνευς Th. 75 Β 6 

Ἕρμοφάνευς Th. 78 B13 

Ἐεινοφάνευς Th.(L.)3A5 

Λεωφάνευς Th.(L.)4A12 

᾿Απολλοφάνευς Lasos, J. 
Ἢ S. IX 341, No. 2 


Δικηκράτευς Th. 75 A 9 

᾿Ασικράτευς Th. 78 B 2 

᾿Ε[π]ικράτευς Th. (L.) 
14B8,11 A 4 

‘Hyexpdrevs Th. (L.) 12 
B8 


Αὐτοκ[ρ άτἰ εἾυ [5] Th. 
ΤΠ 1 IN 

᾿Αριστοκράτευς Th. (L.) 
4AY 
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ΞΕ συ)" AN oe Es ie 


ee 
(L.) 20 A Tig} 


Eryth. 206 B 50 


᾿Αριστομένου Ery. 
206C 29, 41, 50, 
Th. (L.) 20 A oe 


215 
᾿᾽Ορθομένου ΤΉ. (L.) 


15 C7 
Καλλιμένου Th, 
(L.) 15 A τὸ 


᾿Ἐπιγένου Erythr. 
206 B 28 

Διογένου Th. (L.) 
20 C Io 

(M)oipnyévov Th. 
L.) 13 B8 


᾿Αθηνογένου Eryth. 


206 A 31 
Ἱερογένου Eryth. 
206 A 33, 36 


Μητροφάνου Ery. 
206 O 34 

᾿Αριστοφάνου Th. 
(L.) 20 A 4 

Λεω[φ]άνο[υ] Th. 
(Chins Be 

᾿Αντιφάνου ΤῈ .(1,.) 
τ Bors 


᾿Ἐπικράτου Th. 81 
B 9, Th. (L.) 20 
C 


3 
᾿Αριστοκράτου ΤῊ. 
82Β 5» 


Κτησικράτου Ery. 
206 C 2 
Πολυκράτου Th. 
()15 By 
᾿Αντικράτου Th, 
(L.) 16 A τ, 18 
A Ii, 20C 5 
Τεισικράτου Th, 
) 1% 
Τιμοκράτου Th. 
(.) 18 Br 
Δεινοκράτου Th, 


(L.) 19 A8 


᾿Αστυκράτευ Ery. 
206 B 32 
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Μενάλκεος Th. (L.) 6C 2 | Θρασυάλκευς Th. 78 B14 
Δημάλκευς Th, 81 A 13, 


82 Α 5 
Κλεομήδεος Th. (L.) 1 Λεωμήδευς Th. (L.) 11 
(about 300 8.6.) B3 
Πολυάλθεος Th. (L.) 10 | Mayxdpevs Th. 722 
Ατι Κλεοκύδευς Th. 77 A τὸ 


Einpéveos Th. (L.) 2,3 | Παγγήθευς Th. (L.) 6 
(about 300 B.C.) C7 

Anpeds Th. (L.) 11 A 3 

Ἡγησιτέλευς Th. (L.) 6 
B5 

᾿Ιατροκλέος Halik. 244 Ἡρακλέους Teos 1585 

᾿Αντιφάνεος Samothr. 
2305 


III Century (continued). 


II Cent 
| and later. 


There are numerous occurrences of names in -εος and -evs in 
inscriptions later than 400 B.c., which afford insufficient criteria 
to permit of their arrangement under the foregoing table. Some 
of these may here be mentioned. 


1. ᾿Αριστοκλέο[ 5] Erythr. 198, perhaps of the fifth century; 
᾿Αγασικλέ(ος ?) Olbia 131, 7 (after 400 B.c., probably fourth 
century); ᾿Αστυκλέος Chios 188 (fourth); Μεγακλέος (or -κλέους ?) 
Chios, C. I. G. 2374 d appendix; ᾿Ηρακλέος Chios, Paspates g ; 
Θεοκλέος (or -κλέους Ὁ) Halikarn. C. 1. G. 2661 ὁ, ‘Exatoxdéos 
(or -κλέου Ὁ) Ephesos 149; Mevexdéos of Soloi, C. I. G. goo; 
᾿Αριστοκλεῦς Permth. 234 B 19; Mevexdreds Halikarn. 245; 
᾿Αγαθοκλεῦς Chios 191g, 192; Τιμοκλεῦς ibid. 19149, κᾳ (οἴ. 
Ἡρακλεῦς read by Paspates (No. 24) as -κλέους); Attic -κλέους 
appears in Smyrna 15334, 18» 86} -κλείους (δ 220) 153, and 
C. I. G. 3245, both from Smyrna, cf. 3256, where -κλήους is 
written. This last document is very late. 

2. Τηλεφάνεος Thas. 83, 1 and Erythr. 198, but -ddvevs 
Thas. 74: [IIpw|ropdveos Olbia 131, 20; ᾿Απολλοφάνευς Perinthos 
234 B 21, ᾿Απολλοφάνου Smyrna 1533. 

3. ᾿Επικράτεος Olbia 131, 6, “Hpoxpdr[elos 131, 8, ᾿Ιφικράτεος 
131, 9, Φιλοκράτεος 131, 10 are probable readings; Φιλοκράτευς 
131, 22, Mevexpdrevs Perinth. 234 B 7; Καλλικράτου and 
Ξενοκράτου Samos 222 (pre-Roman). 


4. Λεωσέβεοϊ 5] Chios 177,, Δεινέος 177,,, Πυθέος 170. 
5. Μεγαμήδευς Teos 1575, [Τηλαύγ]ευς Chios 191,. 


6. ᾿Αριστομένου Smyrna 153}; Σωσιμένου Perinth. 234 A 5; 
᾿Ανδροσθένου Smymma 1535, Καλλισθένους Olbia 131, 11. 
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τείου5 που 


Παιρισάδου Panti- 
kap. 122 


Εὐκράτου Teos 1593 


The forms in -eos are probably of the fourth century, though 
some may date from after 300 B.c. 


528.| Remarks on the Chronology of the Genitive Forms. 
From the foregoing it is apparent that the life of the old 
termination -eos in the inscriptions was threatened on two 
sides. First, by -evs which was at least Ionic; secondly, by 
various Attic forms, notably that in -ov. -evs begins to take 
the place of -eos about the middle of the fourth century B.c. It 
was the third century that witnessed the rapid and wide exten- 
sion of -evs, but after 200 B.c. it too has succumbed. In the 
Roman period the forms in -eos and -evs are practically extinct. 
The genitive in -ἰος was more tenacious of life than that in -eos 
or in -evs. In its inflection of sigmatic stems Ionic was, 
generally speaking, more conservative than Attic. In the latter 
dialect proper names gradually yielded to the encroachments of 
the A declension. In the inscriptions we do not observe a 
pronounced increase of Attic forms until the third century, and it 
is worthy of note that of these Attic forms, that in -ovs, except 
in -κλέους, was rarely adopted by Ionic. Doubtless the newer 
orthography -evs was in itself a sufficient approximation to the 
Attic, as it left no doubt that the sound was not a dissyllable. 


529.| 1. ᾿Αριστοκλέους Thasos 72, and Εὐρυσθένεους Samos 

217, are noticeable forms. In No. 72, which dates from the 

first half of the third century, the genitive ends regularly in -evs, 

except in the form cited; and the -σθενεοὺς form is singular 

because it is apparently formed in violation of Greek morphology. 

These forms, as well as Δεουνύς on a coin of Maroneia (Bechtel 
Ee 
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p- 114) may be explained by assuming that the engraver began 
with EO, and then, desiring to adopt the modernized orthography, 
added ¥ after O. See Bechtel, Jon. Insch. p. 58, and cf. § 247. 

The earliest example of the Attic -κλέους dates from the 
middle of the fourth century B.c. After this date this form 
strives for supremacy with the epichoric -κλέος. 

2. The example of -κλέου is not beyond suspicion, not only 
because of its isolated position, but also from the fact that 
Letronne’s reading is controverted by Le Bas’ ‘Exaroxdéos. If 
the latter is correct, it is worthy of note that, while -κλέους has 
been able to drive out the native -κλέος, -κλέου nevertheless, 
which appears upon Attic inscriptions after 329 B.c., has not 
been able to effect an entrance into Ionic. 

3. The forms in -κλείους represent -κλέους with the intervocalic 
glide 1, found in εἰάν, évvela, πόλει(ω)ς Zeleia 113 (ὃ 220), and 
are paralleled by ᾿Αντικλείους C. I. A. II 580, (324 B.c.), Δημο- 
κλείους C. 1. A. 11 872, 111 12 (341 B.c.), ὅσο. In Attic inscriptions 
I find no form in -κλείους antedating 344 B.c. (of that date 
Θεμι]στοκλείους C. I. A. 11 701, I 24), while upon Ionic soil the 
entrance of the glide zofa into -κλέους does not ensue before 
278 B.C. upon the Asiatic mainland, and in fact in an inscription 
that is all but Attic (No. 206). In Thasos it does not occur 
before 200 B.c. 

4. In an inscription from Pantikapaion (Latyschev II 140), 
at least as early as the fourth century, we meet with the unique 
form Αὐὀτοκλῆος (KAHOS). This genitival form appears in the 
traditional text of Homer, in Kretan ᾿Εμπεδοκλῆος Mon. Ant. 
I 61, No. 8 (together with -κλεῖος e.g. Mus. It. III 655, 7, 
No. 7149), in Argolic Πατροκλῆος Loewy 86 (but cf. 89, 103), 
and perhaps in Kyprian. The epic -κλῆος reappears in poetry 
(Tyrtaios 11,, Kaibel 949, late Spartan), and was adopted even 
in Herodotos by Aldus (cf. IX go). As even the Homeric form 
is to be impeached (for “Ηρακλῆος read -κλέεος), it having been 
introduced from the analogy of -ῆος, -éos in -ηυ- stems, a prose 
form -κλῆος on Ionic soil must be pronounced indefensible. I 
suggest that the engraver had in mind the H of the nominative, 
and failed to correct his mistake after it appeared in the genitive; 
or H is a downright blunder for E. The latter suggestion is 
less probable since it is only in late documents that we find the 
two letters confused, e.g. “HpdxAna Aiolic, C. Ὁ. I. 302, Anpo- 
κλήους Smyrna, C. 1. G. 3256 (at the earliest from the second 
century B.C.) 


530.| The tables in ὃ 527 show that, as in Attic, names in 
-κράτης, -γένης, -φάνης have partially passed under the sway of 
the A declension with which the -es declension is in closest 
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touch. In Attic inscriptions the accusative passed out of 
use before the genitive (from 350 on). In Ionic it is not 
till the opening of the third century that forms in -κράτου, &c., 
come to light, though by the year 300 B.c. in Attika the older 
inflection had been almost completely submerged, This is 
because in Ionic the hold on the dialect forms in -evs, after the 
older -eos had given way, was strong enough to prevent the old 
declension from being entirely displaced. Nouns in -μένης have 
-μένου in Tonic by 278 B.c. In Attic these names are genuine 
τεσ- stems until towards the end of the fourth century, but by 
300 B.C. they have passed over into the A declension. Again, it 
is worthy of note that the Ionic -fdveos, -φάνευς, -dikeos, -πείθεος, 
-άλκεος, -dAkevs show that -φάνης,-δίκης, -πείθης, -dAKys are treated 
as -eo- stems; cf. Attic Εὐφάνους C. I. A. 126,, ᾿Αξιοπείθους 
C. I. A. 324 D 4, Anyd[A]xovs ᾿Αθην. IV 199, Hdt. ᾿Αριαπείθεος 
IV 76, -εἰ IV 78, Σπαργαπείθεος IV 76, 78 (Arrian, Anad. VI 
2, 2 has Σωπείθου). 


The form -evs comes to light in Rhodian! and Knidian* documents and in 
the MSS. of Pindarand Theokritos. The inflection -ov and -ovs is also Delphic. 
The former ending occurs in inscriptions from Knidos, Skyros, Skopelos, 
&e. 


531. | Genitive Singular (excluding inscriptional forms of 
proper names). 


I. Inscriptions. 


τεμένεος Oropos 18,,, Samos 216, ἔτεος Zeleia 114 F 4%, 
Chios 183 A 15, 51 B 6, προσεχέος τείχους Teos 1593, a very 
late inscription. No case of -evs occurs. 


II. Lyric Poets. 


1. -eos. ξίφεος Tyrt. 11,4, ἄνθεος Xenoph. 1,, πολυανθέος 
Mimn. 2,, κράτεος Theog. 46, οὔρεος Theog. 881, κέρδεος Theog. 
133, ἀεικέος Theog. 811, Καρικευργέος (conj.) Anakr. οι. Cf. 
also under No. 5. It should be remarked that there is no case 
of -εος in the iambographic wniters. 

2. -eos. θέρεος Sim, Am. 7:9 (thus, and not ὦ ὦ ὦ in the first 
foot), παλιντριβέος 74,- Δυκάμβεος is the form in the MSS. of 
Archil. 28, and, if correct, is the earliest instance in the Ionic 
lyric of the influence of the -εσ- stems upon the A declension. 
Bergk followed Elmsley in editing Λυκάμβεω. Τ]αιρισάδευς 
occurs in an epigram from Pantikapaion in Kaibel 773 = Laty- 
schev II 9. 


1 B.g., Ἰσοκράτευς Cauer 178, Θευφάνευς ibid. 182 A 9, Πολυκλεῦς A 18. 
2 ᾿Αγαθοκλεῦς OC. D. I. 3549, 2 ff., ᾿Αριστογένευς ibid. 21, ᾿Ανδροσθένευς ibid. 46. 
3 This form occurs also in C.1.G. 2919,, a forged inscription from Tralles. 


Ee 2 
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3. -evs. Hipponax 19, piyevs, 492 τριήρευς ; Herodas een 
réyevs. In Homer we find a few examples of -evs :—épeBevs, 
θάμβευς, Odpoevs, θέρευς. ; 

4. τοὺς (Attic). ψεύδους Theog. 607 (quoted by Stobaios), 
Γανυμήδους at the verse end, 1345, ina passage perhaps belonging 
to Evenos of Paros, Κυπρογενοῦς Sol. 26,, and Theog. 1304, 1308, 
1332, 1383. On Προκλέους Phokyl. 1,, Demod. 29, cf. ὃ 526, 2. 

5. -nos in Ἡρακλῆος Tyrt. 11, is the epic form, for which 
-κλέεος may be substituted. 

6. -ew. A mixed form is Πρηξιτέλεω Hrd. 4,,: of Πρηξιτέλεω 
παῖδες" οὐχ δρῇς κεῖνα, where no other genitival form had suited 
the verse. Cf. Λυκάμβεος and Λυκάμβεω under (2) above, and 
-κλέω, Eretria, Ed. apy. 1887, 83 ff. In Attic inscriptions of the 
end of the third century we find -réAov in proper names. 


111. Prose. 


ξίφεος Hekat. 360 (Schol. Ven. A on Ὁ 302), θάρσεος Demokr. 
207, ἤθεος 127, σκήνεος 6, 127, 128, ἐπιμελέος 70, πλήθεος 
Diog. Apoll. 6 (Simpl. 153,,, a rare instance of the retention 
of τεὸς in Simpl.), Hdt. wevraéreos I 136, Evvexéos Philip of 
Pergamum in B. C. H. IL 273. Hdt. I 85 and Hippokrates 
VI 384 have S¢ovs=Homeric δείους from original *déeos < 
δειεστος. The Homeric form was not misinterpreted out of a 
contracted *delevs, but misread out of δέεος which can be restored 
Κα. ΟἿ: 

Hdt. has usually -eos in proper names. In V 92 β ’Exexpdrevs 
is found in 4 B1Cd. Traces of this ev are rare in the MSS. of 
the historian, In Herodotos -κλέος is the usual form with the 
variants :—(1) -κλέους, e.g. 1 7 (C ΚΑῚ or (2) -κλῆος, e.g. IX go 
Θρασυκλῆος in Aldus. It is noticeable that the scribes who 
wrote our MSS. of Hdt. never adopted the form -κλείους. Tonic 
-κλέος occurs in the pseudo-Ionists: Lukian, Syr. dea 3, Arrian, 
Ind. 59519) 91, 182, Abydenos 9, ep. Hippokr. 26, (v./.). On the 
other hand the Attic form comes to light in Lukian, Syr. dea 26, 
Arrian, Ind. 545, 3, 83, four times in the letters of Hippokrates. 
The pseudo-Jonists usually have -eos in other words, 6. ,. 1θα- 
γένεος Vita Hom. Arrian has κλέους in 36,, for which Eberhard 
reads κλέεος. 


532.| Dative Singular. 

1. -εἰ in σθένει Erythr. 20449, τ] είχει Halik. 240,,, "Apyet 24047, 
ἔτει Myl. 248 A BC, ἔπει Chios in B. P. W. 1889 p. 1195. 
None of these inscriptions is metrical. In Sim. Amorg. 1), 
“Ape occurs, where Brunck corrected “Apei of the vulgate, and 
also in Sim. Keos 43,; in Hipponax 11 dye? is the proper 
reading according to Bergk, dyei according to Fix. Cf. § 156. 
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ἐνᾶγεῖ is the correct form as conjectured by Meineke, but this 
form in Archil. 113 has no great probability. Anakr. 107 (eleg.) 
has τεμένει. πλήθεϊ is found in Tyrt. 4, Theog. 699 (-«i possible), 
ἕλκει in Theog, 1134, πελάγει in Sim. Keos 1255, 136,, 1426, 
ὄρει τοῦς. 

2. +ei in poetry is very rare; ἔγχεϊ Tyrt. 119, τροχοειδέϊ 
Theog. 7, φιλοκερδέϊ 199, νήλεὶ 1125. It will be noticed that 
these forms occur in poets not of Ionic birth. That -εἰ had 
ceased to exist in purely Ionic poetry before the year 500 8. Ὁ. 
is highly probable ; a conclusion that tells against the assumption 
of a prose -εἴ. 

In Herodotos it is the custom to use the non-contracted form 
even when the MSS., either generally or partially, oppose its 
adoption (cf. I 70 μεγάθει, III 9 μήκει). The preponderance of 
-ei over -εἰ in the MSS. as a whole has blinded editors to the 
large number of instances of -εἰ in such MSS. as 4 B (173 
cases). The contracted form appears to have existed in the 
archetype x; and this represents the actual Ionic form of the 
fifth century, though it is uncertain whether or not it has come 
down from Herodoteian times to the date of the writing of y. 
How keen the pursuit of open forms was, is evident from the 
Aldine edition’s στάσεϊ, δόσεϊ, ἀφίξει (I 68), &c, Authors 
quoting Hekataios have -a, 6. 7. ὄρει 344, “Apyee 357. Forms 
from Anaxagoras likewise, οἵ. πλήθει, μεγάθει τ, Melissos ὑγιεῖ, 

The open forms occur also in the other Ionic writers, who have 
been subjected to the same μεταχαρακτηρισμός as Herodotos. 
Thus Hippokrates regularly has -ei, and the letters current 
under his name -εἴἰ seventeen times, -ec only twice. The first 
epistle of Pythagoras has a contracted form. lLukian in the 
Syr. dea 32 has arpexéi, Arrian about twenty examples of -ei to 
three of -εἰ; Abydenos frag. g has τείχει, Huseb. Mynd. ὁ 1 
εὐσεβεῖ, 63 γένει (MSS.) and εὐτυχέϊ (cvvexéi Mullach) and 
κἀλλεϊ in the same fragment. Arrian has both Ἡρακλέϊ (365) 
and Ἡρακλεῖ (8,), πλήθεϊ 119. The Vita Homer has τείχει 26. 


533.| Accusative Singular (Masculine and Feminine). 


I. -ea. apavéa Teos 174 A 12, Στρατοκλέα Amphip. 10,, 
Theog. βαθυκήτεα 175, εὐτείχεα 1209, περικαλλέα 1277, Demokr. 
πολυτελέα, αὐταρκέα 36, ἰσοσθενέα 24, δημωφελέα 57, Hat. διφυέα 
IV 9g, ὑγιέα IIL 130, 133, 134. -κλέα is common in Hadt. 
«κλῆα, the Homeric ending, was adopted by Aldus (VII 193, 
VIII 92). There is no variant -«Ajv. Hippokrates has Περι- 
κλέα IIL 120. Ἡρακλέα occurs in Ktesias § 21 and six times in 
Arrian. We find in Herakleitos 16 Zevopdvea, in Lukian, 
Vit. Auc. 4 ἐμφανέα, 6 ἐμφερέα ; ὑγιέα Syr, dea τῷ; Astr, 2 ψευδέα 
and ἀληθέα, 3 πολυειδέα, 5 ἀτελέα. In the Vita Homeri the open 
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forms prevail (twenty-four in all; two contracted forms). On 
δεσπότεα, Γύγεα and the like, see § 438, 2. 

2. -eq. μελιηδέα Anakr. 41,, νεοθηλέα Anakr. 51,, dvopevea 
Sm. PADI Το 

3. In Hadt. II 108 we find ἐνδεᾶ. For this form that in -ἐὰἀ 
should be substituted; cf. epist. Hippokr. 22, εὐκλέα. ὑγιᾶ 
occurs in Hippokr. III 252, and is Attic as well as ὑγιῆ. 

4. -n. ἐξώλη Mylasa 248 A 15 (367/66 B.c.), and so on the 
forged inscription from Tralles, C. I. G. 2919. This ending 
occurs also in poetry, where it is not different from -ea: ἑξη- 
κονταέτη Mimn. 6, (Sitzler -¢a), dydwxovraérn Solon 20,, ἀσκηθῆ 
Sol. 19, In Theognis we observe ἀπειθῆ 1235 at the end of the 
verse, and εὐαλδῆ 830 (Bergk, εὐώδη MSS.) before the caesura of 
the pentameter. There is no example of -xAj in Ionic. εὐφυῆ 
occurs in Aretaios 331, despite -ea in the plural. 

In Hdt. VI 57 for θυσίην δημοτελῆ Stein reads with good MSS. θυσίη 
δημοτελής. 

5. τὴν. ᾿Αντιγένην is found in Thasos 72, (300-250 B.C.). 
Forms in -ny in inscriptions from Smyrna (Μενεκλῆν C. I. G. 
3238 as C. 1. A. IL 305,,, Σωκλὴν 3241, and probably Δημοκλῆν 
3256,) are common in the later stages of the life of all dialects. 
In Attic inscriptions the accusative of names in -κλῆς ends in 
-xhéa until the year 300 B.c., afterwards in -κλῆν. But other 
names in τῆς have -ν in the earlier part of the century. On 
Anakreon’s αἰνοπαθῆν 36 (Bergk -παθῆ), see under AIOLIc. 


534.] Vocative. Δημοκλεῖς Theog. 923, though -ees was 
possible. Uncontracted are Περίκλεες Archil. 9, (eleg.) and 
Ἡράκλεες 119. Theog. 1323 has Κυπρογένη. Hdt. has”’Yoraomes 
I 209, since “Ὑστάσπης is inflected as an -es stem (Ὑστάσπεος {. /.), 


and also Πρήξασπες III 34, &c., ApréuBapes 1 116 and Οἴβαρες 
IIT 85. 


535.| Nominative Plural (Masculine and Feminine). -εες. 
ἀτελεῖς occurs Teos, Mitth. XVI 292, but the inscription is 
Hellenistic. κατηρεφέες Anakr. 121, but Λυδοπαθεῖς 155, De- 
mokr. Mor. εὐσταθέες 20;, ἀμαθέες 70, θεοφιλέες 107, πολυμαθέες 
140, ἀνακηδέες 214; and φιλομεμφέες 146, Evyyevées 152, 
and εὐφυέες 226 (all fragments of Demokrates). Hdt. has 
ἐπιδεέες (?) IV 130 (v. 0. -evées), Hippokr. φρικώδεες V 588 (12). 
In Hippokr. the open far outnumber the contracted forms. 

In the Syria dea of Lukian there are twelve, in the Astr. two open forms ; 
Arrian also has twelve cases of -ees ; Euseb. Mynd. § 4 προσφιλέες, 42. ἀπειθέες, 
63 ἀφανέες for which Mullach reads διφανέας ; epist. Thales 1 φρενήρεες ; epist. 
Hippokr. seven open forms. Abydenos 1 has διφυεῖς, Aretaios contracts seven 
times, and resolves sixty-one times in the first two treatises. Eusebios has 
ἀδρανέες. On nominative forms in -εἰς used as accusative, see ὃ 539. 
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536.] Nominative and Accusative Plural (Neuter). 


1. -εα. Upon inscriptions: ἔτεα Olynthos 8 A 5, Teos, Mitth. 
XVI 293 (an inscription containing ἀτελεῖς and τελῶν), τέλεα 
Olynthos ὃ B 8. In Keos No. 43,, an inscription of the 
fifth century written στοιχηδόν, Roehl has supplied ὁλ[ο]- 
σχερ[έα]. In line 17 of the same document θύη is certain. The 
difference according to Bechtel between the ἡ and ea is here 
purely graphical ; cf. εἴρηται Oropos 18,, with the usual -εαται in 
Tonic poetry. 

Open -ea occurs in the poets. In the elegists: Archil. 9, 
κήδεα, pape Xenoph. 35, νείκεα Anakr. 94,, βέλεα Mimn. 14ς. 
Theognis has ἄλγεα 1189, αἴσχεα 388, ἄλσεα 1252, κέρδεα 50, 
835, ἤθεα 970, ψευδέα 713, δήνε᾽ 222. Solon has ἄλγεα 4g, 21y, 
ἄνθεα 455, κέρδεα 13,4. παναλουργέα Xenoph. 33. In iambic 
poetry we find ἀεικέα Sol. 36,, at the verse end with ἤθη in the 
next line. 

-ea in Jonic prose: οὔρεα Hekat. 172, ψεύδεα Demokr. 1109, 
εἴδεα Melissos 17, &c., ἀληθέα Hekat. 332, Herakl. 107, Melissos 
17, Lukian, de Domo 20, ἀνωφελέα Demokr. 13, διαπρεπέα 18, 
ἀσφαλέα 58, ἀσθενέα 185; Protag. wévOea. Hdt. has -εα 
throughout, e.g. ἔτεα (ἔτη 1 τό ὁ ὦ 2), Philip of Pergamum 
(B.C. H. ΤΙ 273) ἔθνεα, Lukian, Vit. ave. 14. δακρυώδεα, Syr. dea 
ἀεικέα, ἀτρεκέα, θεοπρεπέα 29, Aretaios ἀπάθεα and ὑγιέα QI. 
Hippokr. III 450 has the latter form by a conjecture adopted 
by Littré. Hdt. II 92 has κρίνεα, the usual nominative being 
κρίνον. 

2. -ea. δήνεα Sim. Am. 7,, (first foot), ἔτεα 3, (end of verse) ; 
μέλεα Archil. 12, (end of pentameter); ἄνθεα Mimn. 1, (before the 
caesura) ; σκέλεα Herodas 3,0 (perhaps ὦ ὦ υ). 

4. τεᾶβ. Hdt. καταδεᾶ II 121 (8), ἀκλεᾶ I 1 are as incorrect as 
the same forms in the singular. Fritsch in Curtius’ Studien 
VI 93 proposes to read xatadéa with hyphaeresis. Bredow 
preferred καταδεέα. 

4. τη. ἔπη Theog. 1366 and ἀσεβῆ 1180 at the end of the 
verse, a position occupied by ἔτη in Sol. 27,,. ἀεικέα ἤθη 3645 
(trim.); κράτη 36), (trim.) according to Blass, where Bergk reads 
κράτει. 

587.1 Genitive Plural. 

1. -ewv: ἐτέων Zeleia 114 F 3, τελέων 114 D 6; Archil. ὀρέων 
115 (dactylic tetrap. + ithyphallicus), Mimn. ὀχέων 12, 
δυσμενέων 143, δυσηλεγέων 75; Tyrt. ὀρέων 5s, βελέων 11,» 
δυσμενέων 1.1; Theog. ἐπέων 755, 1334, ὀρέων 1202, χαμαι- 
γενέων 870, εὐσεβέων 1141; Solon νεφέων 134, δυσμενέων 4,1: 
μεδέων occurs in Archil. 138, a fragment of uncertain metre. 
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This form is constant in the prose of Hdt. Ktesias has ἐτέων 
a1, Herakl. ἐπέων 2, ἐτέων 12, Ψψευδέων 118 (vulgo -6v), Demokr. 
κτηνέων 1247, Philip of Pergamum (B.C. H. 11 273) κερδέων, 
παθέων, Lukian, Vit. auc. 3 ἐτέων. 

2. -ewv: Archil. στηθέων 1035, Sim. Am. ἐτέων 1,; Theog. 
κερδέων 46 (in A O, ceteri κερδῶν), τειχέων 951, στηθέων 1164 
(4, Stobaios); Solon ἐπέων 19. 

3. -6v: Archil. évddev δυσμενῶν 66, (tetram.), for which we 
may read ἀνὰ δ᾽ ἔχεο μένων, Theog. ἐπῶν 1321, Anakr. μελῶν 45 
(Blass). τελῶν, Teos, Mitth. XVI 292, is Hellenistic. 


538.| Dative Plural. τέλεσι Priene 144, (φάρεσι in a non-lonie 
epigram, Priene 141,). Archil. has δυσμενέσιν 7, πελάγεσσιν II, 
κήδεσιν 66,3; Kallinos δυσμενέσιν τς; Simonides Amorg. οὔρεσιν 
14, (as Hekat. 172, 173), ἄλγεσιν 1,,; Mimnermos ἄνθεσιν 25; 
Anakr. στήθεσι 39. The dative plural in -εσσι is practically 
restricted to sigmatic stems in Ionic, only two exceptions being 
known: ἰχθύεσσιν Ananios 5, and πτερύγεσσι Anakreon 24,. 
In Xenophanes 3, χαίτῃσιν ἀγαλλόμενοι εὐπρεπέεσσιν 15 a conjec- 
ture of Bergk, to which Schneidewin’s ταναῇσιν is preferable ; 
especially since in a fragment of Aristeas (Kinkel p. 245) we 
find yairnow ἀγαλλόμενοι ταναῇσιν. 


539.| Accusative Plural (Masculine and Feminine). 

ἀφανέας Teos 156 B 38, dxparéals] Chios 174 C 8, ἀνωφελέας 
Xenoph. 3,, evyeveas Theog. 184, Τρήρεας Kallinos 4; Hdt. 
τριήρεας VIL 158, περιδεέας V 44, ἀνθρωποφυέας 1 131, Hippokr. 
ὑγιέας 11 110. 

The nominative form -εἰς is used for the accusative in πρεσβυ- 
yeveis Tyrt, 4; (Renner -eas), εὐανθεῖς Theog. 1200. 


540. | 


, Many proper names in -ys, inflected in other writers according to the 
A declension, in Hdt. follow the -es declension. For a full list of such names, 
see Bredow p. 230 ff. Some are Φαρνάκεος VII 66, Αἰάκεος VI 13, Ὑδάρνει 
VIII 118, bapavddreos IX 76, ᾿Αρσάμεος VIL 224, Πολυδέκτεος VIII 131 (Stein’s 
-ew is a conjecture of Valckenaer). Names in -φρένης are invariably -es stems 
in Hadt., in Arrian -ἃ stems. On Herodoteian names that are usually -ἃ stems 
but incline to the -es declension, chiefly in the accusative, see above § 438, 2, 
and Bredow pp. 226-230. 


541.| Stem in -vs-. 


Original forms of the inflection of μῦς are rare, the influence 
of the type ὀφρῦς, -vos having obliterated the ancient inflection, 
In Hat. If 141 we find μῦν for the old *yéca; in Herodas 3,, 
μῦς is the nominative plural, whereas the older form is pes, 
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Epicharmos 28 Ahrens; μῦσίνἷ for Ἐμῦσσίν is supported by a 
reading in Batrachom. 260 (μῦσί, the regular form from *puocty 
in 173, 174, 178), but is a mistaken form, only nouns of more 
than one syllable in the nominative ending in -ῦσι. 


542.| Stems in -οσ-. 


Here belong αἰδώς and ἠώς. Nominative: Hdt. ἠώς VIII 83, 
Arrian ἕως, é@os*, ἕωθεν. Genitive: ἠοῦς <*jéos Oropos 18,,, 
Hat. IT 8, VII 167, αἰδοῦς Tyrt. 12,,, Theog. 253, 410, 1266. 
aiddos and dos are everywhere possible in Homer except v 171, 
© 470, 525, ὃ τὃ8. Dative: αἰδόι may be read K 238. Accusa- 
tive: the ground-form *aicoc-a yielded *}éc0a*=}6a*, which may 
be read in Homer in place of the traditional ἠῶ. αἰδῶ may like- 
wise be displaced in favour of αἰδόα. αἰδῶ appears in the MSS. of 
Hdt. I 8 and deserves the preference over αἰδοῦν, an analogue 
of the -w: declension, which Greg. Korinth. ὃ 35 calls Ionic. 
ἠοῦν in the same grammarian is found only in an elegy in Athen. 
ΧΙ 473 A. In Hdt. IV 40 & has ἠῶ, the other MSS. the Attic 
ἕω as Arrian, dud. § 2g. Xenophon adopted ἠῶ according to 
Photios. Our MSS. have however ἕω. 


548.] Stems in -ps-. 


pels in Mylasa 249 is the only inscriptional testimony in Ionic 
to the authenticity of a form preserved in T 117°, Hymn 11 
11, Hesiod W. D. 557, Pind. N. V 44, Anakreon 6 and Hat. e.g. 
II 82. Italso appears in a Korkyraian inscription, C. D. I. 3199,, 
in one from Kalchadon, 3052,,, and is not unknown in Attic 
(Limaios 39 C, Kratylos 409 C). The preservation of this original 
form until so late a period (the inscription no. 249 is not older 
than the first century B.c.) is an interesting case of the retention 
of dialect forms. pyy® is only apparently a aw stem, μηνσ- bemg 
original. μείς is from *pévs< *pyvs, according to the law that 
a vowel followed by a nasal and a consonant is shortened ; 
a law that came into existence after vs had become vy (Aiolic 
ijvvos). 

The genitive μηνός is found in Oropos 18,, Keos 47,; nomina- 


1 W. Schulze, Quaest. Hom. 50. 

2 Hustath. 72750, 58) 114254, 150444, holds that ἠοῖος is the Ionic form as 
compared with jos and égos. . 

3 G, Meyer and Schmidt (K. Ζ. XXV 24) regard *jwa as the original ablaut 
form which became ἢόα through influence of *jeos. 

# In Hdn. II 391,,=Et. M. 351%), Et. Gud. 19543, An. Ox. I 158;, ἠόα is 
attested as Ionic; incorrectly called Aiolic by Et. Gud. 196,,, An. Ox. I 137.. 

5 μής was read T 117 in the Chian edition of Homer. The Schol. Ven. A ad 
loc. calls μήν Aiolic. μής appears in the Herakleian Tables, Cauer 40). 

6 μήν was abstracted from μη(ν)νός. On the declension of this word see 
Solmsen, K. Z, XXIX 61, 
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tive plural μῆνες Anakr. 41, dative plural μησίν Halik. 2384; 
Stein correctly edits this form in Herodotos, though # has 
pyveow in LV 43, VIII 51. 

544.| Stems in -ac- -eo-, nominative -as. 

On the interconnected words κέρας and κάρη (ὃ 545), and on 
κρέας see Schmidt’s Neutra. 

κέρας is inflected in Hdt. as follows :—xépeos VI 111, IX 26, 
κέρει IX 102, κέρεα 11 38 and often, κερέων II 132, IV 183. 
In Hippokr. II 68 we find κέρως and κέρατα. The form with τ 
was contemporary Attic as we learn from [xéplare C. I. A. IV 
185 B 46 (410B.¢.), The difference between Hdt. and Hippokr. 
is marked. κέρως could not have come into existence in Ionic at 
the same time and place as κέρεος <*xépacos. κέρᾶτα is a new 
formation, which came into existence after *xepd(o)aros had been 
substituted for *xpd(c)aros. The former of these is the parent of 
Attic xéparos. ὑψικέρητος, which is cited in Hdn. II 683.,, with- 
out any statement of its provenance, might at first sight appear 
to be Ionic; but is in fact a heteroclite from ὑψικέρης as ἀμένητος 
from ἀμένης. Pindar fr. 325 has ὑψικέρᾶτα, but no Ionian used 
-κέρητα. 

κρέας yields κρέως Hdt. IT 41, κρέα Hdt. I 119, IT 47 and 
often, Hippokr. VII 196, Hekat. 355, Sim. Am. 24, (end of 
trimeter), Theog. 293 (a), κρεῶν Hdt. I 59 and often, Oropos 
18,,, Hippokr. VIII 238, [κρέεσσιν oracle in Hdt. I 47, ef. 
C. 1. 6. 1724], κρέασιν Hippokr. VIII 54, 138 as © 162. Hdn. 
II 319,=Choirob. 488,, has preserved in κρεοῖν a trace of the 
form with ε for a before an ὁ sound. This may be either Ionic 
or Attic!. That the substitution is preserved in Homer is 
assumed by Schmidt, who proposes to substitute κρεέων for 
κρειῶν In Homer; though in Hymn II 130 κρεάων is read by all 
MSS. (but rejected by Gemoll). I find this plausible, as it 
accounts for the εἰ, which is difficult. 

The Herodoteian forms of τέρας are répeos VIII 37, réparos 
and τέρατα 11 82 in all MSS., τέρεα VIII 37. Homer has 
τεράων, τεράεσσι, τέραα ; and τείρεα Σ 485, τείρεσιν Hymn VII 7 
are usually ascribed to the same nominative form. Alkaios 155 
used τερέων (δῦ. 115549), not τείρεων (sic) as is reported in the 
Lexicon of Kyrillos, An. Par. IV 192,,. τέρατα is good Attic 
despite the statements of the grammarians to the contrary, and 
may well be Ionic of the fifth century. Inscriptional Attic has 
κέρατα but κρέα. Τειρεσίας 2 was introduced into later literature 


1 That Attic did not repudiate the stem in τ is evident from xpéaros in 
᾽Αθην. VIL 87, 73, the only occurrence upon Attic inscriptions. 

* The name can, however, scarcely be derived from the dative plural 
relpect+as, as ᾿Αλκι-δάμας, ὅσ. I do not know of any certain phonetic 
change that will explain it as coming from τερατί-ας. 
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in the form its initial syllable was forced to assume in the epic. 
Tepefa in Kaibel 52 may contain the same root, but the name is 
too singular to be adduced as evidence without further light 
from other dialects. τείρεα in Σ 485, where it is=dorpa, is not 
to be separated from τέρας. Cf. τερασκόπος and Eurip. fr. 485: 
ἣ πρῶτα μὲν τὰ θεῖα προυμαντεύσατο | χρησμοῖσι σαφέσιν ἀστέρων 
ἐπ᾽ ἀντολαῖς, and Δ 76. 

The plural of γέρας occurs frequently in Hdt. in the form 
γέρεα. ‘This is also found in Miletos 100,. In Kos (Paton and 
Hicks’ Inscriptions of Kos, No. 37.) we find y]epeaddpos, but 
γέρη in 1. 22 (κρέα 1. 23). γερηφόρος appears in B.C. H. XII 
282, γερηφορία in Dion. Halik. 

Epic in colouring is γήραος in Hdt. IIT 14 (γήραος οὐδῷ), 
Archil. 116, in Mimn. 2,, and in Theog. 527, perhaps a verse of 
Mimnermos. In 174 Theognis has γήρως which is not Ionic. 
γήραι, not γήραϊ, is read in Hdt. VI 24. The occurrence of 
ynpaos in Archilochos deserves attention, since it is a case of an 
Homeric form appearing in a trimeter. Elsewhere the poet 
contracts a+o separated by o (§ 277, 2). 

The substitution of ¢ for a before o sounds appears also in 
γήρους, in the pseudo-Hippokratic treatise περὶ τῶν ἐντὸς παθῶν 
(VII 182). Littré here adopts ἕως γήρους (with Attic -ovs), the 
reading of another hand in // (of the fourteenth century) for és 
τὸ γῆρας. In Luke I 36 we read γήρει. The grammarians 
register yhpos' under the same category as οὖδος, Kos, σκέπος, 
κνέφος, &e., all of which forms appear to be nothing more than 
figments made out of the forms with ε before the case ending. 
Γῆρος as a proper name is found in an inscription from Panti- 
kapaion (Latyschev II 140) that is peculiar from the presence of 
a genitive in -κλῆος (§ 529). If connected with γῆρας, it is the 
only occurrence outside of grammatical literature of a nomina- 
tive form in -os interchangeable with one in -as. 

Homer has οὔδεος, οὔδει and οὔδει; Aischylos Bpéreos, -ει; -εα, 
“COV. 


The genitive -αος is called Ionic in the case of κέραος, kpeaos, γήραος by Hdn., 
II 301,,=Choirob. 286,0, cf. Hdn. IT 3177, 773s) 95, Cf. 7744, κέραος Et. M. 50511; 
δέπαος, Kpéaos, yépaos, σκέπαος An. Ox. I 2513; κρέαος, γήραος Theod. 354 
(Hilgard); «péat Hdn. 11 316,,, 774,=Choirob. 388, [xpedory Choirob. 388,2, 
κρέαε Choirob. 388;,], κρέασι Choirob. 386.3. γέραα is assumed as an Ionic 
form, An. Ox. I 999 (ef. τέραα μ 394). 


1 Hdn. 11 281,,=Et. M. 6394, IL 220,,=Bust. 1560, (cf. 600,;), I 7735, 99= 
Choirob. 386,;, 3872. Nowhere is the form called Ionic. Of the forms that 
appear to be analogous, the only instances which are ascribed to definite 
dialects are δέρος (on which see Schmidt, Neutra, p. 341) and kos, which are 
called Ionic or Doric by Et. M. 2579; the latter, Aiolic by Tzetzes on Hesiod, 
W. D. 61. ψέφος is Pindaric (frag. 324) according to Et. M. 818,, (cf. Lobeck, 
Rhem. 315). 
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545.| Stems in Tau. 


τ. Stems in-yr-. It has been supposed that Hipponax 12 has 
preserved the original participial inflection of τάλᾶς *:— 


a 4 
τί τῷ τάλαντι Βουπάλῳ συνῴκησας ; 


With this form we may compare αἰνοτάλαντα in Antimachos. 
The correct explanation is that τάλαντι is a neologism like Sap- 
πήδοντος, θεράποντος, δράκοντος. Nominative and vocative were 
alike in the case of -av and -αντ stems. Participles in Ionic are in- 
flected as in Attic, 6... κατθανοῦσι Archil. 64, φάγουσι Hipponax 82. 

Other stems in -ντ are: ᾿Αλκιδάμᾶς Keos 41 (on a, see § 161), 
Δηιδάμαντ- Aigiale 28 A; [᾿Αγ]λωφῶντος Thas. 78 A 2, [Ni]- 
κοφῶντος 75 A 2 (see § 277, 1, on the contraction of a+), Λεωμέ- 
dovros Smyrna 1531), Δηιλεόντος Smyrna 15313, Μεγακρέ(ο)ντος 
Chios 177,, 7Hyexpéovtos Samos 2175. 

Herodotos has ὀδών2 VI 107= Attic ddovs. An indirect attes- 
tation of Ionic ὀδών is found by Bechtel in KOKOAON?, Styra 
19,3, formed as Χαλκώδων. Hippokrates also has ὀδών. Plural 
ὀδόντες Hippon. 62,, Anakr. 43,, Hippokr. II 320. ὀδόντες is 
the aorist participle of the /éd (or perhaps éd) ea¢. Its initial 
o is assimilated from the ε of Aiolic ἔδοντες. See J. Schmidt in 
KoZ, XX X11 320; 

2. Stems in-r-. δόρυ is inflected as a stem in p in the follow- 
ing cases: δουρός Tyrt. 11,,, δουρί Anakr. 210, δορί Archil. 2,, 9. 
δουρικλυτοί 3;. Elsewhere the τ form: δόρατα Hdt. VII 89, 224, 
IX 62 inall MSS., but incorrectly, dovpara 1 79 (all MSS.), dovpace 
1172, VII 41 (in P only), Tyrt. 11... The forms in ov are Ionic, 
notwithstanding Archil. δορί (ὃ 253, 1). Δούριδος occurs upon a 
Samian inscription (C. Curtius’ Samische Inschriften, No. 13). 

Hdt. has γόνυ VI 27, γούνατος II 80, γούνατα I 199, 111 103, 
V 86, γουνάτων I 112, IX 76 (γούνων Lukian Syr. dea 22), 
γούνασι IV 152, IL 132 (γόνασι A BC), VIL 88 (γόνασι A SB). 
οὖς ylelds ὦτα, ὠσί in Hdt., ὦτα Herakl. 4, ὥτων Herakl. 15. 
ὡς is found in a late inscription from Delos (8, C. H. 11 322) 
and in one from Oropos (E@ny. apy. 1889, p. 3, 1. 19). Hip- 
pokrates has ὠτός II 78, VI 368 (0, Littré οὔατος), οὔατα VI 390 
(ὦτα in 0), IX 84, οὐάτων VI 126, IX 86; but ὠσίν VI 128, 
ὦτα II 646, VI 392 as Herakl. οὔατα is found in Theo. 1163, 
ὠσί Anakr. 21,. In Homer we have the forms with ov- except 
μ 2οο (ὠσίν, for which οὔασ᾽ has been read). See ὃ 266. 


1 Hdn. II 628,=Choir, 280, =Bekk. An. III 1421 ; Theokr. 2, has τάλας. In 
Hrd. 335, 758 we have an hyper-Ionic τάλης, according to Crusius, for the usual 
ὌΝ τὰ λῇς. Ido not think such ἃ slip possible even in the speech of the 
vulgar. 

2 Cf. Eust. 85412, where mpoddwy and χαυλιόδων are cited, Epicharmos has 
κυνόδων fr. 9, (Ahrens). 

° Cf. Meister in Jahrb. vol. 125, p. 525. 
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Hdt. has ἐν χροΐ IV 175. The word is rare in Ionic as in 
Attic prose. Homer generally has χροός, χροΐ, χρόα which 
recur in Euripides. χρόα is found in Archil. 100, Tyrt. 10,,, 
Theog. 217, cf. ἁπαλόχροος 1341. χρῶτα occurs in Keos 43.5. 
Hdn. has a nominative χροῦς I 401;, IL 921,, &c., from which 
he derives χροός. Hdt. has μελάγχροες, Hippokr. -χροιος. 

σταῖς Hdt. II 36 (not ords) yields σταιτός. See Schmidt, 
Neutra, p. 357. Hdt. I 120 has ὀνειράτων (cf. v 87) from τὸ 
ὄνειρον (ὄνειρος VII 16). ἔρως Archil. 103, ἔρωτι Anakr. 19,, 
ἔρωτα Hdt. V 32. ἔρως occurs in Homer I 442, Ξ 294, a form 
with τ for the first time in Hymn II 449 (ἔρωτα). Theognis 
has the Homeric ἔρος 1322, ἔρον 1064. ἐσθήν Mykonos 92,4 
is a heteroclite (ἐσθῆτος Hdt. IX 80), cf. μύκην in Hekataios 
(schol. Ven. A on O 302). Both of these words are classed by 
Bechtel (Jon. Inschr., p. 66) with those which he maintains have 
pan-Hellenic ἡ stems. The genitive of the latter noun is μύκεω 
in Archil. 47. 

From εἵλως we have εἵλωτες IX 80, εἱλώτων (C, -τέων R) in 
IX 80 and IX 28. In IX το εἱλώτων is read, but in VI 58, 75, 
80 εἱλωτέων is the sole reading of all the MSS. εἵλωτας VI 81 
is indifferent as no stress is to be laid on the accent. The co- 
existence of the two genitive forms in this and other abundantia 
such as μέγαρον, péyapos may have been in part the cause of such 
formations as μυριαδέων, -wv, ἀλωπεκέων, -wv, τα. 

On Ads from λῖς Ξε λέων, see § 484. Hippokr. VIII 168 has 
ἄλειφα for ἄλειφαρ. 

κάρη nominative Anakr. 43,, accusative Tyrt. 10,,, Ionic for 
κάρᾶ. This nominative in Homer forced an entrance into the 
genitive and other cases. In earlier prose the word went out of 
use save in compounds (Hdt. καραδοκεῖν which has Attic ἃ, 
Hippokr. καρηβάρεια, -Bapéw, -βαρικός), but in post-Homeric 
poetry κάρη was treated as a stem of the first declension. 
Theognis 1024 (Mimnermos 2) has κάρῃ. κάρην occurs in Kalli- 
machos fr. 35 B, Nikander 776). 131, &. κάραν appears in the 
Anakreontics 50, and is the accusative of the Attic dative 
κάρᾳ (in tragedy). 


546.| Stems in Delta. 


According to Hdn. I 526,,, II 18,, (cf. Drakon 23,9, 4550), in 
trisyllabic nouns in -ἰς, the ὁ was long in Ionic, short in Attic, 
6. 7. Tokapis, κεραμίς, but ἀγαθίς and τρυφαλίς always have -ts. 
Clip-names in -ds' have -ddos”, rarely -a, in the genitive, -ἃ is 


1 Big. Μικᾶς Thas. (L.) 14 A 7, ‘Exaras Erythr. 206 B 23, Πρηξᾶς 206 A 8, 
Θευδᾶς Samos 225, Πυγμᾶς Amorg. 28 A, Νοσσικᾶς Thas. 76,. 
2 Hdn. II 657, Βιττᾶς Βιττᾶδος, Kupas Kupados. 
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the original termination, -Gdos having worked its way in from the 
analogy of φυγάς, νομάς, &e., G. Meyer, Gramm. § 345. On the 
accent of -ᾶδος see Bechtel (Jon. Inschr. p. 60). Examples are: 
“Hpados Thasos 76,, 82 B 3, Thas. (L.) 18 A το, 20 B 6, Μολπᾶ- 
δος Abdera 163, 10, Διονυσζᾶ]δος Abd. 163, 151, ᾿Απολλᾶδος 
Dittenb. Syl. 34459, 93 (Ephesos), C. I. G. 3253 Smyrna (late), 
Elpnvados Erythr. 206 B 25, Σωπᾶδος 206 C 27, Bar(r)ados 
Perinth. 234 B 16, ef. Dittenb. Sy//. 172, (Erythrai?), Kaxpados 
Halik. 240 A 43, Ταυσᾶδος 240 A 64, Ὀλετᾶδος 240 B 47. 
These genitives in -ados appear upon Ionic soil as early as the 
first half of the fourth century. Dative in -ἂδι : Φιλωνᾶδι 
Smyrna, C. I. G. 3392 (late). Maids has the genitive Matddos 
Hipponax 21 A. 

Avovvra Smyrna, C.1.G. 313733, Oevda Iasos 106 (first cen- 
tury B.c. or later), ᾿Απολλᾶ Ephesos (Dittenb. Sy//. 344,, first 
century), are the only examples of -a, which never gained a 
foothold in Ionic. See Dittenberger Sylloge No. 344, note 
28. 

_ Names in -ts have -ῦδος, e.g. Δεονῦδος 2 Erythr. 198, and -dos, 
e.g. Διονῦος Olbia 133, inflected on the lines of ἰχθῦς. 

Αρτεμις 5 yields ᾿Αρτέμιδι Chios 193, Miletos 101, Pantikap. 
120, Phanag. 165, Paros 59 (epigr.), and so in Hdt. The 
accusative is Ἄρτεμιν ὃ 491. On late coins ᾿Αρτέμιδος Ephesos 
Head H. Δ. 408, ’Apréuitos Magnesia, ibid. 502. Μαιῆτις, 
Φθιῶτις, Ἱστιαιῶτις, Θεσσαλιῶτις, Τάναϊς have in Hdt. -1d0s, 
accusative -.v. New Ionic usually prefers τος. Hdt. has καν- 
vaBida LV 74, but -ἰος 74, 75. 

Θέτις yields Θέτιδος Erythr. 206 B 27 (also Epic). On Θέτιος 
see § 481. Theog. 499 has ἴδριες as Homer. νεῆνις has the 
dative νήνι Anakr, 145. 

The Homeric genitive "Aidos which occurs in Theog. 917 is 
from the stem”Avd-. ᾿Αἴδης is elsewhere an A stem (’Aldao Theog. 
244, 427, 906, ᾿Αἴδεω Theog. 703 (in A), Solon 24ς). 

πάλμυς has πάλμυδος Hippon. 15,, but πάλμυν τι; vocative 
πάλμυ 30 A, 30 B. Hadt. has νεήλυδα I 118, ἐπήλυδα I 78. 

Hdt. has Μελάμποδα 11 49, τρίποδα 1144 &e., αἰγίποδας IV 25 
but Οἰδιπόδεω TV 149, Οἰδίπουν V 60, ἀρτίπουν III 130. 

A grammarian in Bekk. Anecd. I 104, says that Hdt. used 
the dative form xéyuide*; whereas in reality both Hdt. and 
Hippokr. use κόμμι ; ef. § 484. 

On the parasitic ε in hyper-Ionic -ewy, see δὲ 74, 2, and 480. 


1 Cf. also Διονυτᾶδος C. I. G. 314155, 3242 (both late inscriptions from 
Smyrna), Διονυσᾶδος Abdera, in Cat. Brit. Mus. Thrace 74, No. 62, 68, 85. 

2 Cf. Zeit. f. Gym.-Wesen, 38, p. I10, note I. 

sa CLS BuCK . 7 ἢ. Χ 5: 

* This form was used by the comic poet Krobylos (Hdn, II 767,,). 
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χρυσαίγιδ«ε;»ος Keos 41 (epigr.) is due to the error of the 
stone-cutter. 


547.] Stems in Theta. 


Hat. has ὄρνιθος, ὄρνιθα TV 131, and dpviv IL 73, ὄρνιθες and 
ὄρνεα, ὀρνίθων and ὀρνιθίων in 11 77, ὄρνισι, ὄρνιθας. 


548.| Declension of θέμις, χάρις. 

Hdt. has Θέμιος II 50, Theognis θέμιστας 1141 as A 238. 
Cf. θέμιστος Aiolic and epic, θέμιτος in Pindar, θέμιδος Aischylos. 
The stem θεμιστ- has been regarded as a compromise between 
θεμισ- and θεμιτ-. Hdt. uses the adjective θεμιτός V 72, 
ἀθέμιστος VII 33 (A BC), ΝΠ 143. See Tuussartan § 37, 6 6. 

ἄχαρις has the dative ἀχάρι I 41, despite χάριτα VI 41, 1X 107, 
ἀχάριτα I 207 (neuter plural), ἀχαριτώτατον VII 156; dyapi- 
στοισι I go, εὐχαρίστως I 32. Hdt. has χάριν V 99, ἄχαριν II 
24. Χάρισιν occurs Thasos 68 B. 


549.] Stems in Gutturals. 

In the old Chian inscription 174 we find A 16 οὐροφύλακες, 
A 19 οὐροφύλακας, whereas Hdt. uses both φύλακος and φύλαξ 
according to Stein: φύλακα I 41, 44, VIII 41, φύλακας 
VII 95, ef. also χρυσοφύλακας IV 13, 27, and Herakl. 123 
φύλακας. In Hdt. 1 113 φύλακα is supported by ὦ and Aldus 
only, and in II 121 (y) φυλάκους is undisputed. 

From θρίξ, we have τρίχα Paros 67,; Hippokrates has ἕλμιγ- 
yes, των, from ἕλμιγξ for the ordinary ἕλμινς, ἕλμινθος (VII 
596). 

ΕΠ 1 uses the Homeric vocative ὦ ἄνα]; Hdt. has ὦναξ 
1159, 1V 150 ἕο. Theog. 949 has the Homeric (E 299) ἀλκί. 
Anakreon 24 has in πτερύγεσσι a rare instance of the Aiolic 
transference of the ending -εσσι to non-sigmatic stems. 

ῥῆνιξ Hippokr. VIII 116 (adjective ῥηνικός) is a noteworthy 
orm. ῥῆνις is found in lexicographers. Cf. κέληξ, κέλης. 

On hyper-Ionic -εων, see § 480. 


550.| Stems in Labials. 

In VIII 322 Hippokrates uses λίπα with ἔλαιον in a preceding 
clause; in 324 we have ἐλαίῳ χρίων λίπα. 

551.] Stems in Rho. 


The inflection of πατήρ, θυγάτηρ, μήτηρ in Herodotos presents 
nothing unusual. The tendency of Homeric forms to find a 
footing in MSS. of Hdt. is seen in πατέρι, III 34, & and Aldus. 
πατρός is found in Theodosia (?) 127, πατέρα Delos 57, Chios 192. 
μητέρα is read in Keos 43,,. θυγατρός Pantikap. 120, θυγατέρας 


1 ἄγᾳ is called Ionic, Bekk. An. II 9305. 
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Keos 43,,. The epic and Aiolic! θύγατρα is called Ionic by An. 
Bachm. (Max. Pl.) II 65,, but is not met with. dt. has 
Δήμητρος, -τρι, -τρα (Δήμητραν II 123 in ὦ and Aldus; cf. 
Kratylos 404 B where Schanz read -rpa, and Plutarch de Malig. 
13 &c.). Hippokr. VIL 596 γαστῆρσι, v. 2. γαστρῆσι. In Hat. 
the word presents no peculiarities. 

χείρ has the following inflection :--- χειρός Hdt., Hippokr., Sim. 
Keos 1363. χειρί Hdt., Hippokr. χεῖρα Hdt., Hippokr., Archil. 
130, Sim. Keos141,. χεῖρε Hippokr. VIII 236 vulgo, χεῖρας in 
0. χειροῖν Solon 1355593 cf. note 2 below. χεῖρες Hadt., 
Hippokr. χειρῶν Hdt.; Herodas 7, has the hyper-Ionic χειρέων. 
In 6,, χειρέων is a correction for χειρῶν of the papyrus. The 
appearance of this form harmonizes with the date of the papyrus 
(first century a.D., see § 113). χειρέων also occurs Hippokr. IT 
74, III 462; the correct form V 466. χερσί Hdt., Hippokr., 
Mimn. 12,, Tyrt. 10,;, Sim. Keos 142,. χεῖρας Hdt., Hippokr., 
Solon 4,, Sim. Keos 115). 


In MSS. of Hdt. we occasionally find the forms with «. Thus χέρας 
VIII 106 C P, the Venetus ὃ and Aldus. Steph. Byz. s.v. Adrduoao cites 
Hdt. ΤΙ 30, but in a form that is so Atticized that we need not wonder 
at χερός. Aldus alone has χερός II τόρ, V 77, VII 112, 115, χερί IL τού, 
III 78, IV 71, VIII 121, IX 72, χέρα VII 42, χέρας IV 64, 69. 

It is interesting to note that in Attic inscriptions we find [x ]e[:]poty 
C. I. A. IL 742 Α 14; χειρσίν C. 1. G. IL Add. 2811 ὃ 10 (Aphrodisias) and 
2942 ὁ 4 (Tralles). In both places Boeckh read χερσίν. Hdn. IT 27709, 74819 
denies the existence of this dative form with εἰ. Hdn. II 748,, says that the 
form χερός occurred in iambographic poets; but he cites no example in 
proof. 

The difference between the Homeric and Herodoteian inflection consists in 
the possession by Homer of the following non-Herodoteian forms :— yep (only 
three times), χεῖρε, χείρεσσι, χείρεσι. 


ἀνήρ has ἀνέρος Xenoph. 6,, ἀνέρι Kleobulina 1, ἀνέρας Phokyl. 
15. (vulgo ἀνέρος), all poetical forms. The iambographic poets 
use the forms known to prose: ἀνδρός Sim. Amorg. 7110» ἀνδρί 790, 
ἄνδρα Archil. 124, ἀνδρῶν Hipponax 45, trim., ἀνδράσιν Archil, 
64 and 74, tetr., Phokyl. 15, Mimn. 1,, Sim. Amorg. 
ἄνδρας Hippon. 21 B trim. 

On Aldus ἀνδρέων Hdt. VII 187, see § 480. 

In Hipponax 51, Buttmann read correctly μάρτυρσιν (Welcker 
μάρτυσσιν) for Tzetzes’ μάρτυσιν. Theog. 1226 has pdpris. The 
suffix in μαρτυρ-, μάρτυς is a product of dissimilation (Kretschmer, 
ΚΑ. Z XXXII 447) from mrtru-. A suffix -twr- is unknown. 
μάρτῦς is found in Pindar and in tragedy, and pdpris occurs 
upon an Attic epigram Philol. Wochenschr., 1888, p. 3. μαῖτυς 


7129 92) 959 


* Tzetzes, Ex. I. 74ι:- This epic form from the shorter stem is due to an 
objection to the succession of short syllables, 
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and μαῖτυρς occur in Kretan, μάρτυρος in Homer, Phokian and 
Delphic, μάρτυρ in Aiolie according to Hdn. I 236,,, and 
certainly in Doric. Hdn. I 47, (cf. Eust. 114,,) cites μάρτυρες 
as occurring in the comic poets and in Hipponax. This form is 
ne in Herakl. 4, 15, 118 (-as), and was read by Zenodotos in 

202. 

The accusative μάρτυν occurs in Sim. Keos 84,, μάρτυρα 148,. 
The latter form is found in Archil. 152. 

Solon frag. 14 has preserved the older form μάκαρ (Bergk 
μάκαρς) which occurs also in Diphilos (Clem. Alex. δέν. VII 303). 
Alkman’s μάκαρς (frag. 10) is due to analogy. 

552.| Stems in nu. 

The quasi zw stem Ionic pets has been discussed above ὃ 543. 
Under this section are included the stems of comparatives which 
end now in zw, now in sigma (-w from τόσα, -ovs from -oves). 
The zw stems of Ionic are in general declined as in Attic. 
Hence only such inscriptional forms as serve to explain the 
language of the lyric poets, Herodotos, and the later prose 
writers are adduced. 

The omission of « in the form πλέον, &e. (see § 219, 3), is 
highly probable, at least in Herodotos, notwithstanding that the 
MSS. sometimes preserve it. It is difficult to see how the form 
πλεῦν could coexist with πλεῖον. The forms with ev are less 
frequent in other Ionic prosaists. 

Nominative Singular: πλέων Hdt. ΤΙ 60, Herakl. 112 (Cobet 
for πλείων); neuter πλέον or πλεῦν often in Hdt. (all MSS. 
πλεῖον in 1192). πλεῦν occurs IT 52, IX 41. 

Genitive Singular: πλέονος Keos 43,;, as Demokr. 21, Hdt. 
πλεῦνος 1 97, 11 89g, III 40, IV 43, V 34 with no case of πλέονος, 
though this form appears m 4B!in IV 43. It is to be noticed 
that πλείονος, which does not appear on Attic inscriptions till 
the second century B.c., is found in no Ionic document. For 
yAnxovs in Hippokr. VII 160 it is to be noted that 6 has 
γλήχωνος. 

Dative Singular: ᾿Απόλ(λγωνι Naxos 24, Milet. 93 &c. In 
VII 49 Hdt. has πλέονι (πλείονι ὦ, πλεῦνι Stob.) side by side 
with πλεῦνα ; in 11 25 for πλέονι Rd have πλείονι. 

Accusative Singular: ἔλαττον Orop. 18;, 9. (ef. Hippokr. 
ἔλασσον II 36) and πλέον 18, are neuter. In Hdt. we find 
ἐλάσσω often, e.g. VII 8 (a), where is also the sole occurrence of 
ἐλάσσονα; καλλίω ; ἀμείνω seven times, but IV 158 ἀμείνονα ; 
μέζω; ἕσσω; κακίω; πλέω but πλεῦνα IV 114, VII 49, 51, IX 
111; κρέσσω but κρέσσονα IX 413; αἰσχίονα IV 144. In 


1 An. Par. III 13544, Schol. Apoll. Rhod. I 132, Greg. Kor. p. 591 (Aiolic). 
rf 
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Hippokr. we find ἀμείνω II 24, 30, 146, πλείω 270, 292, 318, 
326, ἐλάσσω VII 228 (cf. Vita Hom. 16), πλέονα 11 112, ἥσσονα 
316. ἀμείνω occurs in Theog. 409, 1161, πλείω Theog. 907 (Ὁ 
has πλεῖον»), kaxtw in Archil. 6, (cf. κάκτον 13). 

κυκεῶνα Hipponax 43,, as in Hippokrates II 306, Lukian 
V.A.14, Aret., Aristoph., Plato. Homer has κυκεῶ, -εὐἰῷ. Τυφῶνα 
in Hdt. II 144, but also Τυφῶ in III 5. For γλήχωνα of the 
vulgate in Hippokr. VI 248, @ has yAnxw (sie; see under 
genitive). Hdt. has εἰκόνα II 143 (cf. ὃ 523). 

The accusative singular of nouns in -wy, -wvos is not τω as in 
Attic inscriptions of the classical period: ᾿Απόλλω C. 1. A. 1 9,, 
(464/57 B.c.), Hdt. ᾿Απόλλωνα I 87; Ποσειδῶ C.I.A. 11 add. 66 
C 14 (356 B.c.), Hdt, Ποσειδέωνα VII 129, VIII 55. 


Vocative Singular. In certain Milesian inscriptions from 
Naukratis (Roberts 132 A, B, F) Mr. E. A. Gardner has thought 
to discover a vocative ᾿Απόλλω, a form hitherto unknown. That 
Mr. Gardner’s conclusions rest upon incorrect reading of the 
inscriptions has been shown by Merriam, Am. Journ. Archaeol. 
1ΠΠ7 304, and by Bechtel Jon. Inschr. p. 153. For ᾿Απόλλω, 
σοῦ εἰμι read ᾿Απόλλωνόί(ς) εἰμι. On χελιδοῖ see ὃ 523. 


Nominative Plural. 
(1) Masculine and feminine. In Chios 174 B 24 we find 


‘Adoooves. In Hadt. ἀμείνονες (but ἀμείνους V 78), πλεῦνες 
(πλέους IT 8, where Rdz have πλείους, and II 120, where all 
MSS. have πλείους), κρέσσονες, ἐλάσσονες, μέζονες, κακίονες, 
ἕσσονέες. Hippokrates has πλείονες IL 58, 84, πλείους II 642, 
668 (dis), μείους 11 628, βελτίους II 24, ἐλάσσους 11 646, μέζους 
II 628, ἥσσους IL 646 (ἧσσον ACH). Demokritos 115 has 
πλέονες, Xenophanes 3, μείους, Theognis κρέσσονες 618, 996. 

The nominative plural in -ovs was also carried over into the 
accusative. 


(2) Neuter (nominative and accusative). In inscriptions we 
find μέζνα Oropos 18,,, πλέω Miletos 100,. Hdt. has ἐλάσσω 
(ἐλάσσονα IIL 102 accusative), κρέσσω, ἀμείνω, πλέω (πλέονα IT 
145, where 4 BC read πλείονα), μέζω (μέζονα nom. VIII 47, 
accusative I 26, II 68 where P dz have μέζω, IL 148, III 102). 
In Hippokrates we find πλείω II 650 nominative and III 482 
accusative, πλέονα VI 368, ἀμείνω II 30, μείζονα 11 52, μείζω II 
624, μέζω 324, IIT 450, ἐλάσσονα VIII 36 (6), ἐλάσσω II 24, 
306, χείρω 11 702, μείω ITT 534, κακίω IL 306, κρέσσω VI 14; 
Demokritos 92, Anaxag. 14 (ds) have πλέω, a form adopted by 
Mullach in Melissos 3, where Simplicius read πλείω ; Protagoras 
has κρείσσω (sic), Anaxagoras 6, 14 ἐλάσσω, 6 μείζω (Simpl.). 
In Theognis 702 we find πλείονα, in Herodas 35, πλέω. 


552-] . STEMS IN NU. 435 


Genitive Plural. Hdt. πλεόνων and πλεύνων; πλειόνων 
Demokr. 20. On hyper-Ionic -εων, see § 480. 


Dative Plural. The regular termination is -σι, e.g. in Μακε- 
δόσιν Olynthos 8 B 9g, ἐλάσ[ σ]οσ[ι] Keos*43,, μνήμ oo jw Halik. 
238,). Theognis has νήφοσι 481, 627, Xenophanes 2, ἀγῶσιν, 
Archil.74, δελφῖσι. Hdt. has πλέοσι 11 53, VIII 69 (πλείοσι Le), 
IX 122 (πλείοσι A BC), and so in Hippokr. III 450 in many 
MSS. (Littré πλείοσι); μέζοσι I 194, εὐδαίμοσι 11 78. 

An irregular -εσι, recalling the ending of teow, Ψ 191, &e., 
occurs In δαιτυμόνεσι Hdt. VI 57 (-εσσι AB), πλεόνεσιν VII 224 
ind. Neither of these forms is to be adopted. μήνεσι (ὃ 54 3) 
reminds one of Aiolic μήννεσι C.D. I. 213,5.13, though in that 
form one o does duty for two. σπλήνεσι, found in Hippokrates 
TIT 432, 450, 452, 496, IV 120, 148, 156, 160, 218, 220, is 
a noteworthy form for σπλησί. 

ἡγεμόνεσσιν» Solon 1, is not to be expelled though not Ionic, 
because of the existence of Homeric forms in his diction. The 
conjectures of Fick (B. B. XIV 254) ἡγεμονοῦσι or ἡγεμονεῦσι are 
improbable on other grounds. πλεόνεσσι in Theog. 800 is 
Homeric. 


Accusative Plural (masculine and feminine). In Hdt. the 
Attic πλείους occurs I 167 for which Stein has substituted 
πλείστους, Bredow πλέους or πλεῦνας ; in II 120, II 121 (δ) Stein 
reads πλέους where all MSS. have πλείους. πλεῦνας is the com- 
mon form. On πλεῦνας or πλέονας see § 287. Other forms are 
αἰσχίονας, μέζονας, ἕσσονας, ἐλάσσονας, ἀμείνονας (ἀμείνους V 92 
(α) τὴ C). Hippokrates adopts ἀμείνους II 92, πλείους 20, 308, 
βελτίονας 11 64, πλείονας 278, Vita Hom. 34 πλείους. Theog. 605 
has πλέονας. 

Tonic uses the longer forms more frequently in nominative 
and accusative plural (masculine and feminine), the shorter more 
frequently in accusative singular, in nominative, accusative, and 
vocative plural (neuter). 

If we compare the Ionic comparatives (zw stems) as attested 
by inscriptions with their Attic kindred, it is clear that the older 
forms were retained for some time by the Ionians, and that at 
a comparatively early date those derived from sigmatic stems 
came into use. But in Attika we find in the epigraphic 
monuments down to the opening of the first century B.c., only 
sich forms as μείζω, πλείω, ἐλάττω ; ἀμείνους, ἐλάττους, πλείους. 
Forms in -ova, -oves, -ovas appear in Athens with Sulla. 


Later Ionic does not use mAées, πλέας «ἔπλε-ισ-ες, <*mAc-to-as. Cf. Hom. 
πλέες, Kretan wales, Hom. πλέας, Kret. πλίανς. 


Ff2 
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Adjectives. 


558.] Varying case forms have been discussed under De- 
clension of Nouns. On πολλός, πουλύς see δὲ 254, 479. On 
πλέος, πλέη, πλέον full, see § 478. In the following are 
mentioned some words whose structure is of interest, and others 
not recorded in L. S. 

Hdt. has σῶς I 24, III 124, 1V 76. A feminine σῴη is found 
in Babrios 94, (σῴην). For odor, occurring in Hdt. II 181, 
σῶον (CP) may be substituted. This form has come to light on 
an Attic inscription C. I. A. I 365. σῶοι should be read V 96, 
VIII 39, ef. σῶαι I 66, σῶα IV 124, VI 86 (a), σώων IT 121 (β). 
In these passages Stein wrongly adopts odos. [o]éar? Hrd. 655. 

In I 194 ζωός is found (ζώς & d) and so in II 122 (Cady 
ABC FP); and in Archil. 63, ζωοῦ is the MS. reading for which 
Porson substituted ζοοῦ. In 63, [Archil.] has ζωοί. 

πίειρα is found in Hippokr. II go, VII 516 (vulgo), 11 76 
(πίερα). πιαρός in VIT 512, 514 (and 516 according to Littré) 
has been emended to τὸ πῖαρ, because πιαρός appears only in 
later Greek. Anakreon’s πέπειρα (87) recalls πίειρα, which in 
Homer exists alongside of 7) πίων. αἱ πέπειροι Hippokr. VI 562 ; 
πέπειρον II 306, 308, πέπειρος VIII 228 (0) have been attacked 
in favour of the feminine forms. 

Hdt. has -eris for -erns, 6. 7. τριηκοντοέτιδας σπονδάς VII 149 
(-αέτιδας Bd z). Noteworthy is ἐπήλυδα ἔθνεα VIII 73. 

ἀδαής in Abdera 162 (epigram), is a word known to Hdt. 
IX 46, but not to Homer, who has ἀδαήμων. 

ἀνηρίθευτοι Chios 174 B 25-26 is from ἔριθος with the initial 
vowel lengthened in composition. In ἀνερίθευτος the lengthening 
has not taken place. 

ἁλοργ- and ddovpy-: see § 295, III. 

σινδὼν Ais Samos 220, ΛΙΣ is all that is preserved. Since 
there appears to be no break after the word, it must not be filled 
out by Aro(j). Cf. Odyssey 12. 79: πέτρη yap Als ἐστι, and 
λιτί, Aira. λιτός occurs in this Samian inscription (I. 23). 

With τεσ(σ)ερακαιεβδο[ μη |oovtovtns Paros 58, cf. πεντηκοντό- 
yvos Ihad IX 579, ἑξηκονταέτη Mimn. 6,, ὀγδωκονταέτη Solon 20 

πρωτότμητος, found only Paros 67 (period of the empire), is 
applied to the hair of an ephebos. 

αὔτοικος Zeleia 114 E 6. 

Adjectives of two or three endings. ἔρημος (ὃ 123} in Hdt. 
has usually two, rarely three, endings. ἕτοιμος has sometimes 
three endings. Hippokr. has ἣ ἄρτιος, Hdt. ἡ ἠλίθιος. αὔλειος 
has usually no feminine in early Greek except in Hom. and Hat, 
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so δούλειος (δουληίη Hdt. 111 14). In Hat. ἐδώδιμος has three, 
ἱππάσιμος three, but two in IX 13, Adyimos three, but two in 
VI 106, παραθαλάσσιος varies (but two VI 48; VII 110, VIII 
23 three); αἴτιος and μετάρσιος have three, ἐπέτειος three, but 
two in 11 92; αὐτομάτη is found in Hippokr. VI 326. 

Apollon. ddv. 602 =Schn. 189, states that Ionic adopts the -ἢ 
forms in compounds instead of the -o of the stem, and cites 
inter alia ὁρκιητόμος, αἱμηπότης. 

554.| Comparison of Adjectives (Regular). Forms which 
do not differ from those in use in Attic or not noteworthy for 
other reasons are not adduced, 

I. -TEpos, -τατος. 

Hdt. has πρηύτερος (Plato πραότερος), βραχύτερος, ταχύτερος, 
ταχύτερον and θᾶσσον as adverbs. Hippokr. and Arrian have 
ταχύτερον. οἰκτρότερος is Herodoteian. New Ionic is κεινότερος 
and στεινότερος = Attic xevo- and orevo-. Melissos 14 has 
κενεώτερος. κυδρότερος is found in Xenoph. 2,, Ion 210; κύδιστος 
Theog. 904. From adjectives in -oos we have dépodrepos, 
εὐπνοώτερος, δυσπνοώτερος (-πνουστέρος Hippokr. II 154), εὐροώ- 
τερος, εὐχροώτερος, λευκοχροώτερος in Hippokrates. ὑβριστότερος 
Hdt. ΤΠ 8r and not -ἰστερος. 

ἀνδρηιότερος Hdt. I 79 (-eww- d, -εἰο- ceteri), -ηιότατος IV 93 
(-eco- MSS.), IX 37 (-ew- Venetus 8, -evo- cefert). In I 123 
Stein reads ἀνδρειωτάτῳ, in all the other passages -y.0-. τῇο- is 
correct. 

ἱρωτάτας is read by Stein V 82 (cf. Attic tepw-), where tpo- of 
P (pr.) γ is better. 

In VII 99 we have evdoforaras (-wr- @). 

Hdt. has οἰκηιότατος III 65 (-no- BR, -niw- P dz, -ειο- Prise.), 
V 5 (-eo- 7) according to Stein. Since qu cannot here be 
regarded as two sounds, we must write -ηότατος with Schulze, 
K. Z. XXIX 252. ἐπιτηδεότερος and -draros are read by Stein. 
I would adopt -eo-! which occurs as follows: I 110 -ew- in 
C Pz, -eo- ABd; 1 126 -ew- C P, -εο- A B, -εἰο- Rdz; IV 72 
-ew- CP z, -evo- A Bd, -εο- R; VI 102 -ειο- A, -εο- 10, -ew- reliqut, 
except B which has -1o-; IX 2 -εο- ABR; IX 25 -εο- AB R. 
In 1115 Stein cites only 4 B with -εο-, IT 133 -ew- .Β 6077. Paz. 
How ἐπιτήδεος, even if correct (δ 219, 5), can yield -edrepos, 
-céraros, I do not see. Hippokrates II 334 has the correct form 
ἀνεπιτηδειότερος. 

2. -εστερος, -εστατος “. 

Hdt. has σπουδαιέστερος I 8, -έστατος I 133, as Hekataios 

1 Fritsch, V. H. D. 43, prefers -yo-, which is nowhere found, Demokr. has 


ἐπιτηδειέστατος (Hust. 1441). ‘ ra ΣῊΝ 
ΕΣ / > . 
2 Et. Μ. 31, αἰδοιέστατον, ἀφθονέστατον ποιητικά, κατ᾽ ἔθος ᾿Ιώνων γινόμενα ; 


cf. 3945) 4205 
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apud Bust. 1441,, (Hdt. -ératos IL 86), ἀμορφέστατος I 196, 
ἀγνωμονέστερος LX 41, ὑγιηρέστατος II 77 but ὑγιηρότατος DN 187; 
ἐρρωμενέστερος IX 70, εὐνοέστερος V 24; ἡσυχέστερος Hippokr. 
VI 76, 80 (-alrepov A ΟἹ, Il 154 (some MSS. -airepos which 
Littré adopts), ἀκρητέστερος 11 496, VI 74, 80, 82, 84 (-έστατος 
VI 82), εὐδιέστατος 11 54, ἀφιληκέστερος VI 186. 

3. -alTepos, -αἰτατος. 

μεσαίτατος Hdt. IV 17 is not an analogue of παλαίτερος, which 
occurs in Homer and in Hdt. I 60, but formed from *péoa: (cf. 
μεσαιπόλιος Hom.) as παλαίτερος from πάλαιϊ. μέσσατος is 
found in Theog. 998. Hippokr. has γεραίτερος II 162, 334, 
VI 186, IX 50, the Homeric form; πλησιαιτέρω occurs in Hdt. 
IV 112, but παραπλησιωτάτην V 87. These forms are sporadic ; 
as is clear from Hippokratic ὀψίτερος, Platonic ὀψιαίτερον. 
ὀδυναίτερον Hippokr. III 478 (v. ὦ, -drepov) is a noteworthy form 
from ὀδυνηρός. 


555.| Irregular Comparison of Adjectives. ἀγαθός: ἀμεινό- 
repos Mimn. 149; on κρέσσων see § 142; ἀρείων Hippokr. VIII 
58, ἀρειότερος Theog. 548 ; βέλτερος Theog. 92, 181, 866, βέλτιον 
Mimn. 2,5. κακίων Archil. § 196. χεῖρον Hippokr. IT 680. 
χειροτέρη IX 240 is to be read χειρίστη. On ἕσσων see § 139. 
ἐλάσσων § 163. ὀλίγος (notice the use Hdt. IX 70), ὀλιγώ- 
tepos Hippokr., ὀλίζων § 377. On μέζων see ᾧ 142. πλέων, 
πλέον § 552. In Hippokr. VITI 36 @ has πλέα for πλέονα of C 
and πλείονα of the vulgate. On πλέα and connected forms, see 
Collitz, B. B. X 306. 

ῥηίδιος or ῥήδιος yields ῥηΐτερος or ῥήτερος. ῥηιτέρως Hippokr. 
VIII το, but ῥαῖον in 6 VIIL 124, 274 for ῥήιον. In the first 
ease Littré adopts ῥάϊον, in the second ῥᾷον. Hippokr. VII 196 
ῥήϊον according to Littré (v. 2. ῥῆον, paov, &e.). ῥήδιον Theog. 
577 (ῥήϊον conj.). ῥᾷον is found in Theog. 429, pyrepov 1370. 

ὀνήιος yields ὀνήιστος in Phomix of Kolophon ap. Athen. XI 
495 D, Herakl. 114, Anaxag. 10, Pythag. apud Diog. L. VIII 49, 
Coa 331. The comparative exists in Nikander Alex. 627 
(ὀνήιον). 

Of πέπων the comparative is πεπειρότερος in Hippokr. VI 554 
(0). πιότερος Hippokr. VII 512, 516, πιότατος VIL 512. ῥίγιον 
Mimn, 4,. φίλος requires the aid of μᾶλλον and μάλιστα in Hat. 
ὠκύτερος Theog. 715, 986, 1306, ὥκιστα 427 (cf. O 238). 
Heightened superlatives are rare i Ionic prose. Hippokr. 
VI 522 has ἐγγιστότατα. 

From adverbs or prepositions are formed ἀνώτερος Hippokr. 
1Π 528, ἀνώτατος Hdt. IL 125; κατώτερος Hippokr. III 528; 
ἀγχότερος Hdt, VIL 175. 


τ With the adverbs in -αι, ef. those in -ai in Lithuanic. 
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δοῦλος is an adjective Hdt. VII 7 (δουλοτέρην) ; ef. ἄνεμοι 
ὑετώτατοι II 25, βασιλεύτερος Tyrt. 12... 


556.| Comparison of Adverbs. Some noteworthy forms are 
ἡσσόνως Hippokr. VI 14 (in A according to Gomperz), θειοτέρως 
Hdt. I 122, ἰσχυροτέρως III 120, εὐπετεστέρως 11 1433 ἱκανω- 
τάτως Hippokr. VI 24, ἐσχάτως VI 14, ἐλαχίστως IX 254. Hat. 
has κατωτάτω, ἄσσον (Sim. Am. 7,5, 33), ayxoratw (v. 7. τὰ in 
A BCd VII 64), ἄγχιστα, πλησιαιτέρω, προσωτέρω, προσωτάτω and 
τώτατα, ταχύτερον and θᾶσσον. Hippokr. has ἐξωτάτω, τηλοτέρω, 
ἔγγιον VI 568, ἐγγιστότατα, πελαστάτω (VI 298, 340, VIII 140, 
292), ταχύτερον. 

μᾶλιον, a specifically Tonic form according to Choiroboskos 
(An. Ox. IT 240,), is found Tyrt. 12, Cf. § 163. μᾶλλον 
occurs in Archil. tetr. 63,, Theog. 598, &c. padridrepa! is 
suggested by Bergk for the μαλκώτερα of Solon 27,,. 


Personal Pronouns. 


In his treatment of the Ionic pronouns Apollonios Dyskolos 
draws upon Homer with but few exceptions. On the Herodo- 
teian forms, see Ekedahl, De usu pron. pers. et refl. Herodoteo, 
1885. Dual forms do not occur in post-Homeric Ionic. 


557.| First Person. 

I. ἐγώ Hippon. 63, Anan. 4,, Anakr. 8,, 74,, Solon 2,, 
Xenoph. 7,, Theog. 878, 1226, &., Hdt., &e. ἐγών oceurs 
in Theognis in only three places (253, 527, 968) though possible 
elsewhere, except in 27. This form is found in all dialects 
except New Ionic and Attic. In Theognis ἐγών occurs only 
before vowels as in Homer, and with the second syllable in the 
arsis of the second foot. 

2. ἐμέο in Homer (K 124), in Demokritos, and Pherekydes 
according to Apoll. 82 C, Hdt., epist. Hippokr. 27:9. 

ἐμεῦ 5 Hom., Archil. epod. 92, Mimn. 14,, Theog. 957, £101, 
1235, Pherekydes, and Demokritos (Apoll. 82 C), Hdt., and 
also in late Doric texts. 

ἐμεῖο * is found in Homeric Ionic, not in prose. 


1 Cf. Hesychios’ μάλιον᾽ μᾶλλον, and padwwrépa’ προσφιλεστέρα. 

2" An. Par. III 317,,, Ht. Gud. 436,, (cf. 169,;), An. Ox. I 14306, 32223, An. 
Bachm. (Max. Plan.) 11 66... ἐμέο is called Attic An. Ox. I 156,,. 

3 Hdn. I 474,,=I11 330.,.=Joh. Alex. 23,,, An. Ox. I 3994; Ionic and Doric, 
Apoll. 82 C and Adv, 185, (Schn.); Doric, An. Ox. I 156,, and An. Par. III 


Ἴ 7. 
ἐἌη. Ox. I 1314, 1563;, ποιητικῶς Choirob. Orthogr. in An, Ox. II 202,5. 
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The Attic ἐμοῦ ' appears sometimes in the MSS., e.g. Archil. 
ep. 111, Theog. 100, 262, 697, 1203, 1240, 1340, 1342, In Hdt. 
occasionally, and in Herakl. 1. In the spurious portions of 
Theognis ἐμοῦ is probably correct, as τοῦ in other words 
(Atdov). 

μευ" Hipponax 62 (tr.), Anakr. 76, 81, Homer, Hdt., Herodas 
(about ten times). 

μου is incorrect in Hippon. 83 tetr. It is found in Theognis’ 
second book (1366). 


3. ἐμοί Mimn. 8,, Theog. 14, Hippon. 19,, 20,, Sim. Amorg. 
Igo (vulyo δέ μοι). Anakr. 24 (ἔμοιγε 7), Hdt., &e. 

μοι Mimn. 1,, Theog. 787, &c., Hippon. 19,, Anakr. 50,, 
Hdt., &e. 

4. ἐμέ Anakr. 45, Sol. 193, Hdt., &c. με Hipponax 78, 
Anakr. 25, 47, Solon 45 Naxos 23, 24, Theog. 88, Hdt., &e. 

5. ἡμεῖς Mimn. 2,, Solon 15,, Theog. 513, &c. (Theognis 
does not use the Doric ἁμές), Hdt., Hippokr., Lukian (Syr. dea 2, 
Astr. 4), Arrian Ind. 34,5, 35,, ὅς. Hyper-Ionism overreaches 
itself with its ἡμέες, which Mutlach has adopted in Demokritos, 
Phys, 1, despite the statement of Apollonios* and the testimony 
of the MSS. of Sextus Empiricus who quotes the fragment. 
ἡμέες appears in the supposititious letters of Hippokrates twice, 
and Thales (a)*, See below on ὑμεῖς. 

6. ἡμέων" Hdt., Hippokr. (in II 316 A has ἡμῶν), Herakl. 
114, Philip of Pergamum (B.C.H. II 273), ὅτο. 

ἡμέων Theog. 353 (thus A, ἡμῶν religui), Solon 13;., Herodas 
1, and often, Phomix of Kolophon IT 20 (Schneid.). 

ἡμῶν Theog. 228, a verse of Solon (13,.). In the MSS. of 
the latter we find ἡμέων, not ἡμῶν, as we might expect. In the 
MSS. of Hat. ἡμῶν is unusual (ὦ in I 112), as it is in Hrd. (1,,). 

ἡμείων δ, a molossus, Hrd. 1,,. In the same line we have 
ἡμέων. Crusius gives the form a place in his edition, though 
even in Homer it occurs but four times. 


7. ἡμῖν! Theog. 345, 467, 833, 1213, 1215, Archil. 39, (trim.), 
Sim. Amorg. 3,, 13,, Anakr. 2,, Herodas 2,,. ἡμῖν is both 
Old and New Ionic, and is the only form in Ionic prose. 


* Called Ionic by Tzetzes Ex. Il. 93.,, and on Hsd. W. D. 225 (Gaisf.). In 
the first passage wed and ἐμοῦ are called Doric and Aiolie. 

2 An. Ox. I 14355. 

3 Apoll. Pronom. 118 B. 

* In some MSS. of Hdt. we find the open form, II 6 (P), IV 139 (s), VI 11 
(CP), VIII 29 (R), 144 (R) &e. Aldus regarded this form as a mark of Ionism, 
and adopted it when it was without MS. authority (VIII 143, IX 87). 

® Apoll. Pronom. 120 C, Joh. Gramm. 242. ; ; 

ὁ Joh. Gramm. 242 Β. 


7 Λα. Ox. I 54, ἡμῖν (ἡμῖν 3) ΤΙ 216,. (Choir.), Apollonios 123 A. 
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jeutv? occurs in Homer and Attic”, but does not occur in 
post-Homerie poetry or prose composed by an Ionian. Whether 
ὑμῖν or ὕμιν should be read in Theognis 235 with cod. O is 
doubtful. Most of the MSS. have ἡμῖν. Among them is 4, 
which alone presents the correct reading of the following verse. 

ἡμίν Anakr. 43,, 63,, Hrd. 7,,. Why Bergk should adopt this 
form in Anakr. 62, in preference to ἡμῖν, is not clear. 

Aiolie (epic) ἅμμιν occurs in Theog, 418. 

8. ἡμέας ὃ is the inscriptional form (Miletos 96, of the fifth 
century, where the smooth breathing is correct), and that 
adopted by Hdt., who is followed by Lukian, Abydenos, Euseb. 
Mynd., Arrian 34,9, y2 (but cf. σφᾶς). The letters of Hippokrates 
have fourteen cases of ἡμέας, one (X) of ἡμᾶς, Aretaios fifteen 
cases of ἡμέας to one (267) of ἡμᾶς. Philip of Pergamum has 
meas, b. C2. 11.979. 

ἡμέας Arch, g,, at the end of the pentameter, Herodas 19, 29; 
7e¢- In Homer ἡμέας may always be read. 

ἡμᾶς * Theog. 1215 and in Herodas frag. (6), Class. Rev. V 481. 

Aiolic (epic) ἄμμε occurs in Theog. 1273. 


558.| Second Person. 


1. σύ Archil. 88,, Hipponax 32, Anakr. 2,, Hrd. 4,,, Theog. 
696, 781, though the Doric form is τύ. Herodotos and the 
other Ionic prosaists have ov. 


2. σέο in Herodotos ; and twenty-three times in Homer. 

σεῦ Sol. 20,, Theog. 253, 516 (thirty-four times in Homer). 
The Solonian form shows that the poet did not write in his 
native dialect. 


σευ Theog. 377 Hrd. Tag, 251» 591» 89» 788 

σοῦδ, the Attic form, Theog. 414, 1239, Hrd. I,,. 

cov in Hippon. tr. 76 cannot be Ionic. It occurs also in 
Theog. 969. 

σεῖο in Theog. 1 and σέθεν 1232 are epic. 


1 Apoll. 123 A says τὸ ἐγκλινόμενον map Ἴωσι συστέλλει τὸ ι᾿ σημειῶδες, καθὸ 
αἱ ἐγκλινόμεναι τὸν αὐτὸν χρόνον φυλάττουσι ταῖς ὀρθοτονουμέναι-, and then cites 
Doric duly and Guw. The Et. M. 84:1 wrongly calls ἡμῖν Doric, but is correct 
about an Ionic fu. Cf. also Hdn. 1 517, An. Ox. II 216,, (jw), Eust. 
III 2g4-97, Cf. 161g, 1670,, 16903; Bekk. An. III 1150,,; An. Ox. I 188, 
states that the τ is found in Ionic, Doric, and Aiolic. In An, Ox. I 188), ¢ 
the Homeric forms ἥμιν A 147 (where a long ultima had to be assumed on 
account of the following éxdepyov) and ἧμιν P 415 are referred to. _ 

2 fu is almost a characteristic of Sophokles’ style in contrast with that of 
Aischylos and Euripides. 

3 Apoll. 126 C, Schol. Ven. A on © 352. : 

* fuas if enclitic, Apoll. 127 A citing π᾿ 372, the only example in Homer. 
In Sophocles some prefer to write ἥμᾶς. 

5 An. Bachm., (Max. Plan.) II 66:2; Doric and Ionic ibid. II 3673, (=Gram. 
Par. 678). 

6 Tzetz. on Hsd. W. D. 225 (Gaisf.). 
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3. cot? Mimn. 8,, Theog. 14, 27, Archil. 88., Theog. 655 (see 
below on τοι), Paros 60 (epigr.), and in Ionic prose. é 

τοι Kall. 2,, Sim. Amorg. 743, Hippon. 16, tr., Archil. 79, 
Anakr. 755, 95 (eleg.), Theog. 95, 465 τοι in A, vulgo σοι, 633 (?), 
634, 655 in A (Bergk σοί), 656, 1319. Doric τοί < rFou appears 
nowhere in Theognis. Renner holds that for enclitic co. in 
Theognis ro. (=Skt. 66) should be substituted (88, 407 (here 
Bergk reads ro. for A’s σοι), 695, 776); and also for σοι in 1238, 
1283. 

Sitzler opines that oo. as an enclitic should be retained in 
Theognis. The older elegy differentiated σοί and rou after the 
Homeric fashion. σοι in Hipponax 20, 15 correct according to 
Bergk. The MSS. have τοι, which I would adopt. Herodotos 
has rou (unemphatic). 


Herodoteian usage is (with but very little opposition in the MSS.) in 
agreement with that of Homer in its differentiation of cof and ro. Both 
Homer and Herodotos agree in differing herein from Attic and the other 
dialects. 


4. σε Mimn. 7,, Hippon. 28, 31 (σ᾽ and σέ), 64,, Anan. 4,, 
Anakr. 2,, 40 (σέ), 72 B, 95, Theog. 5, 93, 103, 559, 873, &e. 
(Theognis does not use σέ), Herodas 4,; and in Ionic prose. 

5. ὑμεῖς Theog. 493 (Theognis does not use the Doric form 
tues), Herodas 2,5, 7,,. The proper form in Ionic prose is 
ὑμεῖς, never tudes, though the latter form appears in P δὲ 2, in 
Hdt. VIII 22, and in Lukian’s /7¢. auct. § 13, where it is 
adopted in Sommerbrodt’s critical edition (QT have ὑμεῖς). 
Apollonios Pronom.118 B expressly warns against the adoption 
of the open form?. 


6. ὑμέων 5 Herodotos, Hippokrates, and other Ionic prosaists, 
e.g. Lukian 7774. auct. § 15. Herodas has one (2,,) distinct case 
of ὑμέων (----, the only occurrence of such an open genitive 
in poetry. 

ὑμέων Solon 11; according to Diogenes Laert., while Plutarch, 


Clemens, and Diodoros have the Attic ὑμῶν. ὑμέων appears 
1 Apoll. 104 Ο. 


> ἡμεῖς, ὑμεῖς, σφεῖς. ἔστι πιστώσασθαι καὶ Td ἀδιαίρετον τῆς εὐθείας Tap’ Ἴωσιν 
ἐκ τῶν περὶ Δημόκριτον, Φερεκύδην, Ἑκαταῖον.. τὸ γὰρ ἐν Εἰδωλοφανεῖ" ‘dudes 
Αἰόλιον mepixevere” παρὰ Παρθενίῳ ὑπὸ ποιητικῆς ἀδείας παραληφθὲν οὐ καταψεύσεται 
διαλέκτου πιστουμένης ἐλλογίμοις συγγραφεῦσιν. The mention of Parthenios’ 
innovation may be regarded as evidencing a desire on the part of Apollonios 
to counteract current views as to the nature of Ionic in respect of vowel- 
openness. Cf. § 113 ff. The appearance of such an hyper-lonie form in 
a poet who was a teacher of Vergil is specially noteworthy. Tzetzes, περὶ 
μέτρων An. Ox. III 333,, has ὑμέες in an hexameter. 

* Apoll. 122 A, who also cites the form from a Dorie source (Sophron 79), 
though ὑμῶν is the genitive in that dialect. Apoll. also mentions the Homeric 
ὁμείων (ν 7). Joh, Gramm. 241 B, 242 B refers to both as Ionic. 
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often in Herodas. In Homer the form occurs four times; in O 
494 we find ὕμεων. 

ὑμῶν in Archil. tetram. 74, I would-emend to ὑμέων. 

The epic ὑμείων (four times) is not employed in post-Homeric 
Tonic. 

7. div? Archil. 89,, Sol. 11,, Theog. 825, Hrd. 149, 2199, and 
in Ionic prose. ὑμίν occurs in Hrd, 4:0. On ὕμιν, Bergk’s 
reading of Theog. 235, see under ἧμιν. 

8. ὑμέας Herodotos, Hippokrates, &e. The fictitious letters 
of the latter have this form seven times, ὑμᾶς in 2749 (iN 275 the 
MSS. vary). ὑμᾶς is found in the Vita Homeri ὃ το, Hrd. 744. 

ὑμέας is everywhere possible in Homer, and is so read in Hrd. 
260» 7553 M 7115 read ὑμέας. 

ὕμμ᾽ (epic) Theog. 1104 in A, other MSS. ὑμᾶς or ὕμμας. 
Bergk conjectures ὗμας or juas. But the latter form occurs only 
once in Homer (π 372), and the former is quite unknown to the 
epos. 


559.| Third Person. 


The original usage of this pronoun has not been restricted in 
Tonic as in Attic. 

1. εὖϑ in Herodotos occurs only in the enclitic form (III 135); 
Ton ’Emsd. 1 (frag. Hist. Gr. IL 46). 

2. of® always appears in the enclitic form in the lyric poets : 
Xenoph. In), 2), Theog. 178, 186, 391, 405, 519, 1256, 1376, 
Solon 42, (melos), Archil. 29,, 97, Sim. Amorg. 7,,, Hrd. 46). 

ἔοι Rhegion 5, according to Bechtel, is Doric. In Mimn.12, 
iva οἱ θοόν is to be rejected for ἵνα δὴ 6. In Hdt. IV 34, VI 119 
we find οἵ used of things neuter in gender. Here as elsewhere 
in Hdt. the form is enclitic ἃπα τε αὐτῷ, αὐτῇ. See also Lukian 
de domo ὃ 20. I do not find the orthotone of. 


3. €<oFfe as an enclitic occurs in Solon 13,, by a conjecture 
of Hermann. 

4. ofeis* in Hadt. (indirect reflexive IV 43, VII 168). 

5. σφέων ὅ in Hat. (enclitic, neuter V 58) and Hippokrates IT 
312 but σφῶν αὐτέων II 58 in the vulgate (σφέων adopted by 
Littré), III 194 (σφῶν Littré). 


1 Apoll. Pronom. 124 B, who notices that ὕμιν is the enclitic form. This is 
confined to Homer and Attic, unless we admit it in Theognis. 

2 An. Bachm. (Max. Plan.) II 66,,; Apoll. 136 B calls ἕο Ionic. 

3 Apoll. Pronom. 105 C. 

# Greg. Korinth. § 70; τὸ σφεῖς καὶ σφᾶς καὶ σφῶν διαιροῦσι καὶ οὕτω προφέρουσι" 
σφέες, σφέας, σφέων. This does not apply in the case of σφεῖς, and is flatly 
contradicted by Apoll. Pronom. 118 B, who expressly attests σφεῖς as Ionic. 
See on ὑμεῖς. In no case do the MSS. of Hdt. support Gregory’s statement, 
nor is there any such epic form. Even Aldus refrains from σφέες. 

5 Joh. Gr. 242, Greg. Kor. 70 σφέων. 
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6. off (ΞΞ αὐτοῖς, αὐταῖς) in Herodotos is enclitic. This form 
is rare in Attic (0. K. 421, where Elmsley read ofuy: see on 
Medea 398). 

opiv1, enclitic, occurs in Archil. 74, (tetr.), 125, Sim. Keos 
84,, Theog. 66, 422, 732, 772. This form is also Doric and 
Homeric, and is used in tragedy (Prom. 252, 457): 

σφίσι (=éwvtois, ἑωυταῖς) Hdt. In V 103, VI 105, VIII 68 
(8), the pronoun is not reflexive. Stein here reads σφι. The 
MSS. vary constantly between σφίσι, σφι, and σφιν. When the 
pronoun is reflexive, read σφίσι, otherwise σφι (not σφιν). Aldus 
confuses og. with of in IIL 14. σφίσι appears in Sim. Keos 
1033, Prom. 481, O. K. 59 (indirect reflexive). 

7, σφέας" (=abrovs, αὐτάς), enclitic in Hdt. but σφᾶς αὐτούς 
Hippokr. II 78, where Littré’s αὐτέους is not to be preferred to 
the vulgate αὐτούς. Aretaios has σφέας five, σφᾶς seven times. 
The Vita Hom. has σφέας ὃ 17, and so Lukian VY, A.14. In Archil. 
27, (tr.) σφέας, and so the Homeric σφέας may be read as a 
monosyllable (see Menrad de contractionis usu Ὁ. 111 for σφας in 
place of σφέα). 

8. σφέα (=atra), enclitic, Hdt. I 46, &., also in Attic poets. 
Cf. the Attic (poetical) nominative σφέα. 

9. ope. The epic and Doric® σφέ (enclitic) appears in Theog. 
552. In Hdt. VII 170 it is found in most of the MSS., and 
here, if at all, it is to be accepted. Bekker and Abicht adopt 
the σφεας of the Cambridge (36, Askew) MS. In I 71 δ con- 
fuses ope with σφεας. Stein has no better authority for his 
σφι than the Aldine edition; but finds for the construction of 
the dative after ἐποτρύνω a parallel in O 258. All the MSS. in 
III 53 have ode for ofea, which is due to Valckenaer. In III 
52 Bredow emended ode to σφεα. 10 confuses the two in I 89, 
but here we have the guidance of other MSS. to show the 
correctness of the latter form. 

10. piv* (enclitic) in the lyric poets is generally = αὐτόν, some- 
times=aitryy: Hippon. 52 (trim.), Sim. Amorg. 73,1659, Kall. 
1,7 Munn? ΤΠ ΤΡ 15, Xenoph.65, Vyrt..1257, Solongtan. 
Theog195,°-293,. 310s *MSS.,°1127,°1173, 1947, hire woo 
7... In Hdt. μιν is anaphoric in all genders® and also an equiva- 
lent of ἑωυτόν -τὴν (ind. reflex.)® It occurs in Ion’s ᾿Επιδ. 1, in 


* Apoll. 125 A, B; Greg. Kor. 61 (τὸ σφίσι σφὶν λέγουσιν) cannot refer to 
Herodoteian usage. 

* Apoll. 128 A σφέας (M 43) and σφας (θ 315), Greg. Kor. 70, Hdn. II 1552, 
(N 276) σφεας enclitic. 

* Apoll. 128 A, 131 A; ef. Aiolic toe. 

* Apoll. 108 A, schol. Ven. A on A 201, interlinear schol. on A 399. 

> μιν ταὐτό, e.g. in I 93, 178 (cf. IL 138); in μιν αὐτήν I 205 μιν is Kyros. 

δ μιν in Homer is not reflexive unless accompanied by αὐτόν. 
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Protagoras, Lukian Syr. dea 4. μιν has been expelled from 
Humenides 631, Choeph. 622, 791, Septem 453, Trach. 388 in 
favour of vw. The MSS. of Pindar have the Ionic (Homeric) 
μιν as well as the Dorie νιν 1. 


ΤΙ. vw Theog. 364 (ewm) is called a Doric? form of the accu- 
sative, but was used by the Attic tragic poets in trimeter for 
eum, eam, id, eos, eas, ea. The above case is the sole instance 
where Theognis seems to have adopted a Doric form in the 
declension of the pronouns not differentiated by gender. yw is 
plural in Bakkylides 8. In Herodas wv is used more frequently 
than μὲν (353, 51590) 90» 591), and seems to be preferred after words 
ending in ς or v. 


560.| Possessive Pronouns. ἐμός Homer, Hdt., Anakr. 12 A 
14,, &e., Theog. 530, 540, &e. σός Homer, Hdt., Theoe. 360, 
518, 598, 738, 1091, &e. reds (Epic, Aiolic, Doric*), Hdt. ὅς 
Homer (who has also ἑός), Sim. Amorg. 71.» Tyrt. 10,, Theog. - 
920, Hdt. I 205 (the only occurrence). & was used by Demo- 
kritos for ἴδια according to Photios. ἡμέτερος Homer, Hdt., 
Tyrt. 5,,¢, Solon τος; Theog. ten times, ἡμετέρειος Anakr. 71. 
ὑμέτερος Homer, Hdt., Solon 11,, 19,. o¢ds Hom., of one person 
Theog. 712 (σφῇσι πολυφροσύναις); cf. Hsd. Zheogony 398. In 
Homer odds is always used with reference to more than one. 
σφέτερος Theog. 142, Euseb. 1, Hdt. (plur.), In Homer it is 
used of more than one person. 


The Demonstrative Pronouns. 


561.] The Article and ὅδε. 

1. The Article. 

The lyric poets hold fast to a considerable extent the Homeric 
use of the article as a demonstrative, 6.7. Mimn. 2,, 12;, 14,, 
ΠΡ ΠΟ NCNOP a los, 745) ΠΡΟΣ 51, 104, 910) 502; 307, 
398, 883, Solon 13,;,, 375, Archil. 74,, 89,, Sim. Amorg. 7,,. 
In Theognis we observe traces of the Homeric and Doric τοί : 
305 in A, 936 (Theog.?), 1062 (Mimn.). This τοί even appears 
in the Aldine edition of Herodotos*. Jonic, Attic, Aiolic, Thes- 


1 Tycho Mommsen, in Fleckeisen’s Jahrbiicher 83, p. 44 ff., pronounces in 
favour of νιν. 

2 The horizon of Apollonios (108 A) is limited in that he restricts wy to 
Doric. It was doubtless Old Attic too. 

3 It is noteworthy that Theognis does not use a form that Apoll. 135 A calls 
Doric, though it occurs in Homer. In tragedy reds is restricted to the melic 
parts. 

+ See Struve, Quaest. I 10, 
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salian, Arkado-Kyprian displaced the older τοί, rat, and adopted 
of, ai, which owe their origin to form-association with the 
singular. Herodotos preserves the use of the article as a demon- 
strative pronoun (e.g. 1172, 11162, III 23, V 97, VII 6, IX 25). 
ὁ δέ is common in Hadt., and indicates, as 1t does in Homer, not 
merely a change of person, but also a change of action on the 
part of the same person. In Hippokrates we find frequently the 
phrase ἐπὶ ra... ἐπὶ τά (e.g. IL 296, 328). It may be noted that 
in inscriptions the article may or may not occur with proper 
names when reference is made to descent, as, for example, in 
Πολυάρητος 6 ἹἹστιαίου Thasos 72, and below, 1. 6 Πολυάρητον 
Ἱστιαίου. 

On the feminine τῶν, not τέων, see § 444, on ταῖς, § 450, τοῖς, 
§ 473, 2, 475: 

2. New Ionic has ὅδε, ἧδε, τόδε : plural οἵδε, &e. The Homeric 
τοΐσδεσι, τοῖσδεσσι have their parallels in later Ionic. In 
Demokr. 13 we find τοΐσδεσι, a form that is put into the mouth 
of Pythagoras by Lukian 77. A. 5 (perhaps -δεσσι in ¥). In 
Hippokrates in certain adverbial phrases: πρὸς τοΐσδεσσιν VIII 
358 (τοιισδεσσιν in θ, τοῖσδε vulgo), σὺν τοῖσδεσσιν VIII 268 (6), 
372 (rots decor θ, τοῖς δεσιν some other MSS.), 308 ἐν rotcderow 
(0, Littré τοίσδεσιν). All these forms occur in the treatise on 
the Diseases of Women. 

Like forms occur in Aiolic and in Thessalian. 


562.| οὗτος. Hdt. has τοιοῦτο, τοσοῦτο, rarely the -v forms, 
eg, 11127, 85) VII το Ὁ ΤΟΙ ΤΟΣ} 11073178, 2070 UV a avene 
VII 153 τοσοῦτον, but they are frequently found in Hippokrates. 
The difference between Old and New Ionic is noteworthy ; for 
Homer uniformly adopts the -v forms. The feminine τούτων in 
Jonic and Attic is due to the analogy of the masculine.’ The 
Dorians said ravrav, the Aiolians ταύταν. So too οὗτοι, αὗται are 
made on the lines of οὗτος, αὕτα(η). Even Theognis (638, 1057) 
does not adopt the Dorie τοῦτοι, ταῦται. On a very late inscrip- 
tion from Teos (B.C. H. TV 182) we find τοῦτα for ταῦτα. 

In the inflection of otros hyper-Ionic ε has obtained an 
entrance into the MSS. of Herodotos and Hippokrates, of the 
authors quoting the early Ionic prosaists, into Aretaios, Lukian, 
and later pseudo-Ionists. In Hdt. masculine and neuter τουτέων 
(and αὐτέων) are not supported by a consensus of MS. authority. 
In the case of Hippokrates the depravation has advanced far 
beyond the point reached in Herodotos. It has yielded such 
forms aS τουτέου, τοιουτέου, τουτέῳ, τοιουτέῳ, τοιουτέων, τουτέοις, 
τουτέοισι, τοιουτέοισι, τοιουτέους, τουτέους. 


* Joh. Gram. 243 Β, Meerm. 659 called τούτας Doric for ταύτας. This 
statement is rejected by Ahrens, 
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In Herakleitos are read τοιουτέων (2), τουτέοισι 1 (126), Lukian 
Vit. auct. 4 τουτέοισι», where Ψ has τούτοισιν. Most of these 
monstrous forms owe their existence to the perverse attitude of 
the editors towards the Ionic dialect. The MSS. have again 
and again the correct form τούτων, not τουτέων, 6. 7. Anaxag. 4, 
9, 11, 14, Diog. Apoll. 2, Demokr. 204 (τουτέῳ). See δὲ 113- 
116. On the feminine gender see § 447, 3. - 


563.| αὐτός (Pronoun of Identity). The oblique cases of 
αὐτός are used generally for the reflexive; though the MSS. of 
the lyric poets often have αὑτοῦ, &c., e.g. Theog. 480, 539, 895, 
955, 1009 (Mimn. ?), 1218, Tyrt. τος. 

In the neuter Hdt. never has the -v form (always: τὠυτό). 
τὠυτόν appears in Parmenides 117, 118, Hippokr. III 212 
(τωὐτό in C), but τὠυτό 11 12, and so usually in Hippokrates. 
Diog. Apoll. 2 has τὠυτό (Simpl. ταὐτό), Arrian the same form in 
25;, but the Attic form six times. Lukian /%. auct. 14 τὠυτό 
(-v in QI). On the crasis forms, see § 316. 

The MSS. of Herodotos give only a feeble support to a mas- 
culine and neuter αὐτέων; but in I 133 αὐτέῳ, though well 
attested, is to be rejected. In Hippokrates, Aretaios, Lukian 
and other pseudo-Ionists, we encounter such forms as αὐτέη, 
αὐτέης, αὐτέῃ, αὐτέην, αὐτέῃσι, αὐτέου, αὐτέῳ, αὐτέων (masculine 
and neuter), αὐτέοισι, αὐτέους. All these are hyper-Ionic fig- 
ments (ὃ 108). Though often well supported in the MSS. of 
the pseudo-Ionists, there are numerous instances where the 
parasitic ε has been foisted on the early prosaists (6. 7. Demokr. 
12, 71) without good evidence. This hyper-Ionism has not 
attacked the MSS. of the lyric poets. On feminine αὐτέων see 

447, 3. 

: ἧς ΤῊ has no example of compounds of αὐτός other than 
those found in the reflexive ἐμεωυτοῦ, &c.; that is, Ionic has not 
ἀσατῷ. αὔταυτον, αὐτούτα. αὐτός is never petrified. The αὐτοσαυτοῦ 
of a Vienna papyrus of the fourth century 8.0. ( οί, XLI 746) 
is Doric, despite the fact that the document is chiefly Ionic. 


564.] κεῖνος. This form is stated by the grammarians? to be 
Tonic on the principle by which χθές is declared to be Ionic for 
ἐχθές, and ὁρτή for ἑορτή. 


1 Gram. Paris. 681 (An. Bachm. II 370,), Eust. 1026,, attest τουτέοισι as 
Innic, and regard it as an example of προσχηματισμός. This is the only case 
that I recall of the mention of such a form in grammatical literature. The 
analogy of ὁτέοισιν in part misled the grammarians, 

2 Apoll. 73 B, Joh. Gr. 241, Greg. Kor. pp. 447, 456, Meerm. 654, Aug. 669, 
Vat. 699, Birnb. 678;,, An. Bachm. II 365,, (onic and Attic), Schol. Ven, A 
on Ὁ 94 (οἷος κείνου), Where 4 Ο DE, &e., have ἐκείνου, Aristarchos κείνου. 
Arist. often adopted forms which the scholiast takes pains to call Ionic, Cf. 
La Roche, H.T. K. p. 247. 
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χθές occurs in Hdt. in but one passage (II 53 πρώην τε καὶ χθές). In Attie 
‘comedy this form appears in the phrase χθές τε καὶ πρῴην; and occasionally, 
according to Rutherford (Phryn. p. 372), in cases where it lends itself to the 
aid of the metre (Clouds 353, Wasps 242). éx@és was the regular Attic form. 
ἑορτή occurs upon an Oropian inscription 18,4 (see § 287, I, note). On ἐθέλω 
in relation to θέλω, see § 588. In Hipponax 63 (Hdn. I 116,;, ΠῚ 924)τὴ we find 
ῥωδιός, of which the common form was ἐρωδιός, occurring in Hipponax 76 and 
Sim. Am.9. The spelling with iota subscript seems to be due to the supposed 
connexion with ῥοιάζω. Hrd. 85; (Crus.) has ἀρωδι[ῶν]. 


ἐ-κεῖνος may be compared with the Oskan e-tanto=tanta. 
The loss of the ¢ in other words may be due to the parallelism of 
ἐκεῖνος, κεῖνος ; and at the same time furthered by the laws of 
sentence phonetics. 

Homer has ἐκεῖνος and κεῖνος, ἐκεῖσε and κεῖσε, κεῖθεν, κεῖθι 
and κείνῃ. For ὄφρ᾽ ἂν ἐκεῖθι p 10 (the only occurrence of ἐκεῖθι), 
we may read ὄφρα κε κεῖθι: cf. ὄφρα κε κείνη β 124. In Par- 
menides 118 κἀκεῖνο is read. The Aiolic form is κῆνος, Doric 
κῆνος (κεῖνος) with τῆνος as a by-form from a different stem. 

1. κεῖνος is found in all inscriptions (ὃ 224, 15) free from the 
suspicion of containing an admixture of Atticism. 


2. Of the Ionic poets, the elegists use κεῖνος more frequently 
than ἐκεῖνος. The shorter form is found in Archil. 3,, 12,, 
Mimn. 14,,,, Theog. 47, 223, 308, 479 (Athen., ἐκεῖνος Stob.); 
ef. κεῖθεν Mimn. 9,, Theog. 711 (sie Bekker, κἀκεῖθεν (b77). 
The longer form appears in Archil. 6,, Theog. 787, 1205. In 
the zambographic poets κεῖνος is the correct form: Archil. tetr. 51, 
Sim. Amore. 751: 4; ἐστ᾽ ἐκεῖνος Archil. 87 (epode) may easily be 
read ἔστιν κεῖνος (ἔστιν has MS. authority); in 92, also an epode, 
ἐμεῦ δ᾽ ἐκεῖνος ov καταπροΐξεται, Schneidewin emended δὲ κεῖνος, 
correctly, as I think, though Hdt. IIT 36 has Καμβύσης... .. 
ἔφη éxelvous... . - οὐ καταπροΐξεσθαι. Archil. 170 has κεῖ (An. 
Ox. I 249,,), of which the Aiolic equivalent is κή, and 132 κεῖθι. 
Solon 38, has the latter form. κεῖνος is found in Anakr. 86 
(iambic tetr.). Herodas has κεῖνος 1M 1,0» 455» 27 30» 75» 2559 6] 
6295 7.4» 701; ἐκεῖνος IM 4)ς ὑΐδ, 418, 6,5», Jin: 

3. Prose. In the MSS. of Herodotos ἐκεῖνος is so decidedly 
preferred to xetvos! that Bredow? and Dindorf?* proposed to expel 
the latter form altogether. Kirchhoff, on the other hand, would 
follow the testimony of the iambic poets and the inscriptions and 
admit only κεῖνος. Stein steers a middle course in adopting 


1 ἐκεῖνος is found about 230 times without v.l. κεῖνος is not often the 
sole reading, e.g. L 11, 207, III 74, 140, IV 9, V 15, 87, VI 13, 69, VII 136, 
VIII 61, IX 90 (4 B). In V 23 one inferior MS. has éx-, in V 82 ἐκ- AB, in 
VII 103 ἐκ- only R, in VIII 58 κεῖνα in C (Ὁ) R, in IX 52, 53 ἐκ- in R. 
Demokr. 205, Herakl. 67 have ἐκεῖνος with no case of κεῖνος. 

2 Pp. 118-120. 3 De dial. Herod, xxxvi. 
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κεῖνος only when the MSS. pronounce in its favour. This pro- 
cedure necessitates the adoption of both forms in one and the 
same chapter, 6. 9. 1 207 κεῖνοι but éxew- three times, ΠῚ 74, 
VI 69, VII 136, 239 (ἐκεῖσε, but κεῖνο»). κεῖθεν is found I 122 
and καὶ κεῖθι IT 122 according to Stein (v. ὦ. κἀκεῖθι, &e.), κείνως 
T1120 (no v.2.), ἐκεῖσε VII 239, ἐκεῖ IX τοῦ. 

In the case of Hdt. the κει- forms are not to be abandoned. 
Both forms coexisted, as they did in Homer and in Attic. But 
the distinction which has been set up (that ἐκεῖνος is less em- 
phatic than κεῖνος) is valueless. 

In the MSS. of Mippokrates ἐκεῖνος is the preferred form, 6. 9. 
II 60, 78, 128, 226 (κεῖνοι in A), VI 368 (dcs, in one case 6 has 
κεῖνο), ἐκεῖ IT 80, 90; κεῖνος IX 34, 50, κεῖθι and κεῖθεν VII 586, 
κεῖθι VIII 22. In the pseudo-Hippokratic letters the propor- ἡ 
tion is twenty to three in favour of ἐκεῖνος. Lukian adopts the 
longer form almost everywhere, and Arrian and Eusebios 
Myndios always avoid κεῖνος. 


Reflexive Pronouns. 


565.| In the oldest phase of the dialect represented by the 
Homeric poems the compounded reflexive pronoun does not 
exist. Thus Homer says ἐμοῖ αὐτῷ, ew αὐτόν, & αὐτήν], ἐμέθεν 
αὐτῆς and the like. So in Archil. 6, αὐτόν μ᾽ ἐξεσάωσα was a 
reading for αὐτὸς δ᾽ ἐξέφυγον. In the elegists of Jonic birth 
there occur two passages which would seem to show that the 
compound form had become a part of the apparatus of the 
dialect in the early post-Homeric period. These are Mimn. 7,= 
Theog. 795 (τὴν σαυτοῦ φρένα τέρπε) and Xenoph., Bergk* p. 116 
(ἐμαυτόν). The objections? brought forward to these forms are 
less valid on the ground of the presence of the compound than 
on that of their failure to display the proper Ionic vocalization. 
If in Herakleitos, Herodotos, and other prose writers the com- 
pounded forms have obtained sole possession, it 1s not incredible 
that by the time of Xenophanes they should have gained an 
entrance into the dialect. ἑαυτῇ is as old as Hesiod®. Alkaios 


1 Such spellings as éwurfy in some MSS. may be referred to Jonie editions. 
ἐμωυτόν also occurs ; La Roche, Hom. Textkritik, 252 ff. 

2 In Mimnermos Ahrens read αὐτοῦ or σωυτοῦ, Bekker σ᾽ αὐτοῦ, Renner σὴν 
αὐτοῦ (as Hymn to Hermes 565). The last named reading was once suggested 
by Bergk, who in his latest edition clings to σαυτοῦ. 

3 Theogony 126. ἑωυτῆι appears upon a papyrus MS. according to Wilcken, 
Berichte d. Berl. Akad. 1887 p. 812. Most of the MSS. have ἑαυτῇ (ἴσα of αὐτῇ 
Gottl., ἶσον ἐόντα Kochly). if ἕωυτ- is as old as Hesiod, which I doubt, the av 
of σαυτοῦ and ἐμαυτόν is more difficult to defend. 


Ge 
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has ἐμαύτῳ 72, ἐαύτω 78, σαύτῳ 87, σαύτω 101, Sappho ἐμαύτᾳ 157. 
ἑωυτῷ in Parmen. 117 is a conjecture for ἑαυτῷ. Recent editors 
of Pindar reject the traces of the reflexive (Gildersleeve on O/. 
XIII 53)%. The suspicion that attaches to Anakreon’s χθόνιον δ᾽ 
ἐμαυτὸν ἦρεν (frag. 64) extends to the Xenophanic fragment con- 
taining the same form. In Anakreon δέ μ᾽ αὖτ᾽ may be conjec- 
tured, in Xenophanes any conjecture is otiose, since it is not even 
certain that the first part of the fragment is genuine. Bergk 
once made trimeters out of what Meineke thought pure prose. 
Trimeters were probably not written by. the Kolophonian poet. 

Tf the existence of the compound form may not be disputed, 
objection might however be raised on the score of the character 
of the diphthong. Apollonios (De Pron. 94 B) reports as Ionic 
the pronoun under the form ἐμωυτοῦ ; and in the monuments of 
the prose literature which are stamped with the die of the 
dialect, the diphthong av has given way to ewv (wv). Now it is 
possible that at the time of the first beginnings of the com- 
pound forms, the points of departure for their formation were 
ἐμ’ αὐτόν, σ᾽ αὐτόν, &c.; whence it follows that ἐμαυτόν and σαυτοῦ 
were correct, at least in poetry, up to the time when the 
Herodoteian system of composition came into vogue. ἑωυτῷ 
was then formed from é07 αὐτῷ, and ἑωυτοῦ, ἐμεωυτοῦ followed in 
its wake. The forms with av in later Jonic poetry recall the 
Homeric ὃ αὐτήν (or ἕξ’ αὐτήν) in Ξ 162, Fe αὐτήν P 551. Of 
the epigraphical examples with av, none is old enough to avoid 
the suspicion of being due to Attic influence. In inscriptions 
we find (τὴ éovrév 144 from Priene, and (2) forms with av: 
éavtot (dative) Oropos 18,;, the oldest example (either between 
411-402 or between 387-377 B.C.), ἑαοτῶν (=av § 243) Samos 
221,0 (after 322 B.C.), Asiatic Ionic No. 263,, ἑαυτοῦ Zeleia 113,5 
(after 334 B.c), and in other inscriptions after 350 B.c. when 
Attic influence cannot be gainsaid: ἑαυτοῦ Theodosia (Ὁ) 127,, 
ἑαυτῆς Pantikap. 123, Chios 192,, αὑτοῦ Ephesos 147, (300 B.C.), 
Smyrna 153;,, ἑαυτῶν Olbia 129,, (period of the empire). 

Two sets of forms have been handed down as peculiar to the 
Tonic dialect. 


1. ἐμωυτοῦ Apoll. 94 B C*. This form occurs nowhere in 
literature (ἐμωυτόν Zenodotos A 271), and is the only instance of 
a pronoun reported by Apollonios which is unattested in the 
monuments. It owes its rise to the influence of ἐμο(ὶ) αὐτῷ Ξε 
ἐμωυτῷ, Where elision has been at work. 


* Apollonios attests σαύτω, Fairw. Between σ᾽ αὔτῳ with elision (Ahrens) 
and σαύτῳ the difference is trifling. On the passage in Apoll. 103 A, see 
Dyroff, K. Z. XXXII 103 ff. 

2 σαυτῷ fr. 97 in one MS. 

τὸ ἐμωυτοῦ παρ᾽ Ἴωσι καὶ παρ᾽ ἡμῖν is certainly wrong as it stands. 
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2. ἐμεωυτοῦ, σεωυτοῦ, ἑωυτοῦ, &e. These forms are not due to 
the contraction of ἐμέο αὐτοῦ, σέο αὐτοῦ, ἕο αὐτοῦ : the wv does 
not stand in any shifting relation to av, ‘and is to be kept apart 
from the wv which varies with av in θωῦμα θαῦμα (S$ 205, 258). 
In Ionic the force of analogy carried ewv from the dative, where 
ἑωυτῷ was the direct result of the fusion of ἑοῖ αὐτῷ (as οἱ αὐτοί 
became ᾧυτοί ᾧ 316), into the genitive and accusative, where 
ἐμεαυτοῦ and ἐμαυτόν would have been i in place. In Attic ἐμαυτοῦ 
owes its av, by a similar process, to the influence of the accu- 
sative éu(é) αὐτόν. So σαυτοῦ arose from the analogy of σ᾽ αὐτόν, 
σεαυτοῦ is to be explained as arising from σέ(ο) αὐτοῦ ". 

Of this second type of form there is no example on any in- 
scriptional monument. Boeckh’s ἑ(ω)υτῶν 5 in Bechtel’s No. 144, 
a decree of the Κοινὸν τῶν ᾿Ιώνων from the Πανιώνιον in the 
neighbourhood of Priene, cannot hold ground against ἑουτῶν, on 
which see § 256. Nor is there any example in Ionic poetry of 
the form with wv, except in Herodas. In Ionic prose we find 
the following forms: ἐμεωυτοῦ Hdt. IV 97 (4 B ΜΠ), Euseb. 
Myndios, ep. Pythag., ep. Hippokr. ἐμεωυτῷ Hdt. LI 142. 
ἐμεωυτόν Herakl. 80 (Plutarch), Euseb. Myndios, ep. Hippokr. 
XXVI 2m 4. σεωυτοῦ Hdt. 145, 171 155, ep. Hippokr. XVII 22. 
In Herodas 7,, we find cewrod added in the margin, but at the 
top of the column (No. 40) σεωυτοῦ is written. The word forms 
the first foot of the trimeter. σεωυτόν Lukian Syr. dea 25, Vit. 
auct. 5, Euseb, Myndios; σεωυτήν Hrd. 24,. ἑωυτοῦ Hdt. I 45 
dis, Herakl. 17, Hippokr. III 200, 204, 208, 210, VI 114 (with 
lenis? 17 has here μετεωῦτοῦ, A μεθ᾽ ἑωυτοῦ), Demokr. 92, 100, 188, 
Lukian Syr. dea 12, 18, 19 bis, 20, 55 ter, Astr. 14, Arrian Ind, 
475 O4gs ιν ἈΠῸ 20, (éav- MSS.,), 425, ἀργά 1, Euseb. Mynd., ep. 
Hippokr. often, Aretaios nine times, ὡυτοῦ twice, Vita Hom.thirteen 
times ; ἑωυτῆς ‘Hat. V 28, Hippokr. ITIL 208, Syr. dea 14, Arrian 
Ind.t0,. Hrd. 6,, has ὠυτῆς. ἑωυτῷ Hat. III 142, Hippokr. 
TIT 188, Demokr. 205, Herakl. 45, Arrian Ind. 99. (MSS. a 
2045 Eusebios ; ἑωυτῇ Hdt. 1 11, Lukian Astr. 2. ἑωυτόν Hdt. I 
As piird., Sag, Hippokr. I 630 (ξωυτό A), Demokr. 20,,, 30, 100, 
Lukian Syr. dea 20, 25, 29, 51, 53; 57; Arrian Ind. 1 9, (MSS. 
avtév and αὐτόν), "“Euseb. Mynd.; ἑωυτήν Syr. dea 22 bis, 27, 39 
ter; €wvtd Tippoke. V1178, 180. ἑωυτῶν Hdt. TV 11, Ilippokr. 
III 210 vulgo (-τέων BM Δ), ΤΙ 12, Herakl. 114, Demokr. 213, 
Lukian Sy. “dea 49, 58, Astr. 12. assccaieg Paley Fl 138, Hippokr. 
VI 354 (see below), Herakl. 5, Lukian dstr. 20. éwvrovs Hat. 


1 So Brugmann, Gram. ὃ 96. This is preferable to Wackernagel’s ex- 
planation (K. Z. XXVIT 279) whereby σεαυτοῦ was formed from the analogy 
of σεαυτόν, from ref’ αὐτόν. W.’s theory presupposes that, through re- 
membrance of σαυτόν; τεαυτόν became σεαυτόν. 

2 This form is defended by Renner, Curtius’ Studien I 2, p. 5. 
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TV 148 (see below), Herakl. 106 in Stobaios, Gaisford following 
B man. sec., Bywater éav-, Lukian Syr. dea 26, 35, Arrian Ind. 24,7. 


In authors quoting the Ionic prosaists the Attic forms occur very often, 6.9. 
ἑαυτό Anax. 15, Melissos 5. ἑαυτοῦ Anax. 6 ter, 16, Demokr. 20,,, 84, Melissos 
5, Vita Hom. twice, Ion ’Emd. 1. ἑαυτῷ Parm. 117. ἑαυτῶν Demokr. 46, 
although Stobaios has preserved the wv forms very often. σεαυτόν Demokr. 
98. Herodas has the Attic forms ἐμαυτόν 254, ἐμαυτήν 307, σαυτοῦ 255, σαυτῆς 
64, σαυτόν Tog, <é>avTdy 2... The MSS. rarely have ᾧυτ- for éwut-, a form 
comparable, as it were, to Attic air- (Hrd. 6,4 eurijs). 


In the MSS. of Hippokrates and of the pseudo-Ionists we 
often find the illegitimate parasitic ε in ἑωυτέου (Hippokr. III 
214 BM N), ἑωυτέῳ (Hippokr. II 214 B MN), ἑωυτέης, ἑωυτέην, 
ἑωυτέῳ (Hippokr. 11 188, 214), ἑωυτέων (Hippokr. 11 76, Lukian 
Astr. 1, Euseb.), ἑωυτέοισι (Hippokr. 11 go), éwurénow (Hippokr. 
II go). 

τ rarely uses the uncompounded forms, e.g. αὐτῷ τ᾽ ἐμοί 
IIT 142, σοὶ αὐτῷ I 108 Stein with P (4 B σοὶ ἑωυτῶι). αὐτὸν- 
- μιν 1 24 (ef. μιν - - ἑωυτόν bid.) is perhaps an error; αὐτήν μιν 
II 100 is an unusual (Homeric) use as direct reflexive. Herodas 
has με αὐτήν 655, μιν αὐτήν 7.., not as Hdt. I 205. The 
strengthening of the reflexive by αὐτός occurs in Hippokrates 
VI 600 αὐτὰ (omis. vuly.) αὐτοῖσιν, 178, 188 αὐτὸ ἑωυτοῦ, 180 
αὐτὸ ἑωυτῷ, αὐτὸ ἀφ᾽ ἑωυτοῦ. 

In the plural we find both ἑωυτῶν, &e., and σφέων αὐτῶν, &e., 
e.g. Hdt.1 73. αὐτοῖσι ἡμῖν V 91 is an unusual turn for ἡμῖν 
QUTOLOL. 

In Hdt. the pronoun of the third person is not used in the 
singular for the second or for the first, though the MSS. here 
and there support such a usage. Cf. I 124 (ἕξωυτ- Rd 2), IIL 36 
(€wur- 2), and IV 97 (ἐμεωυτοῦ A B R, others ἑωυτοῦ). In V 92 
(a) αὐτοὶ πρῶτοι τύραννον καταστησάμενοι παρὰ σφίσι αὐτοῖσι. ..... 
δίζησθε κατιστάναι is the only case in Hdt. Usually the plural 
of the first person is ἡμέων αὐτῶν, of the second ὑμέων αὐτῶν. 
σφέας ἑωυτούς in IV 148 is a reading long abandoned for σφέας 
αὐτούς ; σφίσιν ἑωυτοῖσι Hippokr. VI 354 is the vulgate reading 
for σφίσιν αὐτοῖσι in 0. 


Relative Pronouns. 


566.| In the Homeric dialect, besides ὅς, 4, 6, we find the 
demonstrative 6, 7, τό used as relatives!. ὅς is also used as 
a demonstrative in the epic dialect, which also uses ὅ for τό. In 
the language of the elegy we find occasionally the relative used 


1 See Joh. Gr. 240, Gram. Aug. 668, Birnb. 678,, (τὸν θέλω). The relative 
use of τόν in A 36 is called Ionic by An. Par. III 3175. 
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for the demonstrative :—Phokyl. 1, (ef. Demod. 2,), ὅς, Tyrt. 955 
Solon 35,, Theog. 169, 800 (MSS. vary in both cases), 

In the iambographie poets and elegists we find some few 
survivals of the use of the demonstrative as a relative. The 
aspirated relative has, however, evidently gained upon the τ- 
forms from the year 700 8.0. 

A. Iambographie Poets. 

1. Demonstrative as Relative. τό Sim. Am. 13,; τῆς Sol. 365, 
Hrd. 2.4; τῷ Archil. epod. 875, Anakr. 86 (Elmsley); τῇ Hrd. 
3, Sim. Am. 7,; τάς Hrd. 4,,; τῶν Hrd. 5,,; ταῖσι Hrd. 64). 

2. Pure Relative. ὅς Anan. τι, Hrd. 4); ἥ Sim. Amorg. 7 
ar 4458} οὗ Sim. Amorg. 7,,, (obre)!, Hrd. 6,.; ἧς Hrd. 4, (ἧς re), 
5303 © Hippon. 32, Hrd. 3,9; ὅν Sim. Amorg. 23,, Hippon. 45 ; 
ἥν Hippon. 37, (conj.), Hrd. 53; & Sim. Amore. 1, (where ofa is 
the usual Attic construction), Hrd. 5,,; ὧν Hrd. 5,0, Tein eas 1S 
Archil. 943; οὕς Archil. tetr. 59,, Hrd. 24,; as Hrd. 3y,; & Solon 


3725 3° 

B. The Elegiac Poets. 

1. Demonstrative as Relative. τό Xenoph. 2,,, Theog. 17, ef. 
Mimn. 11, τόθι; τοῦ Theog. 256, 451, Xenoph. 5,; τῇ Theog. 
216; τόν Theog. 501, 879; τήν Xenoph. ὅς; τοί Theog. 383; 
τά Theog. 481, 583-584, 1185; τῶν Theog. 462, 716, 1096, 1175; 
tots Theog. 132 (but A has οἷς, Bergk ὅτοις), τοῖσιν Sol. 134.3 
tas Theog. 880; τά Theog. 591. 

2. Pure Relative (including ὅστε). ὅς Theog. οἱ, Hipponax 
hex. 85,, Anakr. 94,; ὅστε Theog, 703, 1124, and Anakr. 51, 
(ionics); #re Theog. 196, 386, 410, 705, 827, 1198; 6 Mimn. 
42; ὅτε Mimn. 5,, Theog. 466; οὗ Theog. 152; οὗ re Theog. 
395; © Theog. 412, Mimn. 2,,; ὅν Tyrt. 52; ἣν Archil. eleg. 
6,; ἥντε Theog. 336, Sol. 27,; οἵ Theog. 598; οἵτε Theog. 737, 
1069; aire Theog. 709; & Sol. 26,; ὧν Tyrt. 10,,, Theog. 34; 
ὦντε Mimn. 2:5; οἷς Theog. 1312; ots Theog. 84, Tyrt. 10,. 


567.| The Relative Pronoun in Prose. If we compare the 
use of the iambographic poets with that of Hdt., we observe this 
difference: Hdt.* uses the forms beginning with τ in by far the 
greater number of oblique cases when no preposition precedes 3; 
also when the oblique cases are preceded by prepositions which 
cannot suffer elision*. The exceptions are now generally brought 


1 Gaisford οὗ ye. But ef. the use of τε in Theog. 1049, Mimn. 2,, g, II;. 
2 Greg. Kor. p. 385, Struve, Quaest. 7 ff. " a 
3 Exceptions are οὕς II 81, οἷσι V 6, ἅ 11 118, ἧς and 7 I 109, ἦν 1 39, ᾧ IIT 
140. 
ai Exceptions are πρὸς & IV 200, ἐν ἡ V τό, 49, VI 97, and always when ἐν 
G=while, e.g. I 164, és οὕς IL 95, és 6 V 91, VIII 60 and always when 
ἐς 6=until, and= ἐς ὅσον as IV 56, 71, VII 50. ἐς οὗ generally has the v. ἰ. 
és 8, which is read by Struve and Stein. ἕως» οὗ II 143 has also been changed 
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into line except in the case of certain formulae, such as és 6. In 
case the relative follows upon a preposition whose final vowel 
may be elided!, the aspirated forms are in place in the oblique 
cases”; and in the nominative és, 4, 6 are invariably employed. 
What has been said above holds good in the case of ὅσπερ. 

It is doubtful whether so artificial a system can have found 
a place in the ordinary language of Herodotos’ day. The 
language of the inscriptions as well as that of the Ionic philo- 
sophers records a usage different from that of Herodotos, and 
similar to that m vogue in Attika. While the speech of the 
iambic writers still preserves both the r- and the aspirated forms, 
it is not so complicated as that of Hdt. It is more likely that 
the preservation of the old forms in Hdt. should have beer 
upheld by syntactical requirements than by so purely external 
a canon as that adopted with considerable uniformity in the 
Herodoteian MSS. 

The prose inscriptions have only the pure relative, not the 
t- forms, 6.7. ὅς Thasos J. H. 8., VIII 402,, ὄν Miletos 100,, ὧν 
Thasos 725, ἄπερ Miletos 100,, juow Teos 156 B 36. ἧιοῦν Teos 
158, deserves attention as ὁσοῦν is not found in Attic, nor indeed 
in any other dialect except Ionic ; ὁτεωιοῦν Amphip. 10,,. The 
demonstrative relative appears in τίοῦ) Amorg. 34 (epigram). 

The fragments of the philosophers usually have the pure 
relative forms: Anax. 6 ἥν, 5 οἷσι, 10 ὧν, Diogen. 6 6, ἅτε, 
Herakleitos 11, 112 οὗ, 93 @, 115 ὅν, Demokr. 73 &, 168 οἷσιν, 
but 188 τῶν ἂν δέῃ, 60 τόν, 47 τοῖσι. 

In Hippokrates traces of the demonstrative form are exceed- 
ingly rare*: τά occurs in VI 476 (twice in 6), 486 (τά pro & vulg.), 
τῆπερ WI 480 (519 0, Littré τῇ περί), τοῖσιν VII 478, IX 84, τῶν 
I 586 (4), Il 74 (Awinger ἀφ᾽ ὧν, perhaps ὅτων). Elsewhere we 
find the aspirated forms, e.g. ἧς IL 12, 14; 6 II 644, ᾧπερ 
ΠῚ 196; ἧπερ 11 24; ἅ ΤΙ 18, IIT 84; ὧν ΠῚ 256, 618, 660, 
668, 676 (περί), as IIT 84; οἷσι I 250, 334, 372, 608, 612 bis, 
626, 642, 662, III 74, VI 610; jow II τοῦ (ὑ. 1: Sonow), 
ΤΙ 648, 658 dis; ots II 372 bis, 664; ds ΤΙ 648. ἅτε occurs often in 
Hdt., in Hippokr. IT 26, 78, III 226, Diogen. 6, οἷόν re Hippokr. 
IT 38, Diogen. 6, &e. 

Of the pseudo-Ionists* Lukian follows in general the lead of 
Herodotos, In a few passages (Syr. dea 18, 24, 31, 48) 4 EH have 


to és ὅ (cf. Greg. Kor. p. 472). ἐξ οὗ, &c., is found nine times, but ἐκ τοῦ, &e., 
eighteen times. μέχρι and ἄρχι οὗ are uniformly used. περί with rod is 
always in position to suffer anastrophe. 

1 ἀντί, ἀπό, διά, ἐπί, κατά, μετά, παρά, ὑπό. ἀμφί and ἀνά chance not to occur 
with a relative. 

2. Exceptions are ἐπὶ τήν IX τι (v.1. ἐπὶ ἥν), ὑπὸ τῶν VIL 217 (v.1. ὑπ’ ὧν). 

35. Gomperz’ Apologie der Heilkunst p. 78 ff. 

* Lindemann p. 86. 
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the aspirate forms, the other MSS. those with το. In 25 only 
A has & When a preposition precedes there is considerable 
variation in the MSS. We find ἐν οἷσι Astr, 10, ἐν τοῖσι Astr. 24, 
Syr. dea 2, ΤΟ, 21, 473 ἐπὶ rod Syr. 12; ἐπὶ τῆς 30; ἀντ᾽ ὧν 12; 
ἀπὸ τέω (so Jacobitz) Astr. 7,12. The examples that are Attic 
rather than Tonic may sately be corrected. Eusebios has τά, 
τάπερ, TOV, ἀπ᾽ ὧν, but ἐν re. The other imitators of Ionic prose 
use the aspirated relative. Arrian has a fondness for ὅστις. 


568.| Interrogative and Indefinite Pronoun. Nominative 
τίς, τί, τις, τι Hom., Hdt., Hippokr., &e. Genitive: τέο! Homer, 
Hrd. 8,; reo in Homer only π 305, Hdt. 158; τεῦ Homer, 
Hdt. V 106, Kall. 1,, Hrd. 2.4; rev Homer, Hdt. I το, Archil. 
110, Theog. 749, 750; τέου Arehil. 95 (MSS. reo: του Hippokr. 
11 34; τίνος Theog. 1299, Hippokr. ILI 214; τινος Hippokr. V 
726. Dative: τέῳ Hymn I 170, Hdt. I 11, IV 155; τεῳ in 
Homer four times, Hdt. IT 48, 124, 1V 47, Nine 6 bis; tw the 
most common form in Homer, Theog. 139; τίνι mm Homer only 
ἕξ 96, P 68; τινι Homer, Hippokr. III 82. Accusative: τίνα 
Homer, Hippokr. 11 214; τινα Homer, Hdt., Hippokr. Nomina- 
tive: tives Homer, τίνα (Ὁ) X 450; τινες Homer, Hdt., Hippokr., 
τινα Homer, ἕο. Genitive: τέων Homer; τεῶν Hdt. V 57 (sie 
A Bb, τέων CP); τίνων, τινων. Dative: τέρυιξι ἩαὺΤ 2}. ΠῚ 
113, ΙΧ 27; τοῖσι im Homer (κ 110) accord. to Aristarchos, 
Hdt.; τισι Hippokr. 11 618, 644, 111 76. Accusative: τινὰς 
Homer, Hippokr., τινα Homer. 


Note on the interrelation of the stems of this pronoun. 


The stem τε- (I. E. ge, οἵ, Avest. ca-hyd, Goth. hvi-s) appears in τέο (red), 
a more original form than réov. τέο is formed from Ἔτε-σιο as ἐμέο (ἐμεῖο) 
from *éue-c1o. τέου is formed as if the stem were teo-; which appears also 
in τέῳ, τέων, τέοισι. The τ of τῷ is borrowed from that of τοῦ τεο; and the 
dental of τέῳ together with the ε is taken from τέο. In the dative, from ἕω 
we should expect *16, *rots. The forms with τιν- are built up from the lost 
accusative ἔτι-ν which was constructed from a stem ti-. In τίνα, which 
replaced the old τι-ν, the stem appeared to be τιν-. The form τίσι, however, 
need not be explained as arising from tiy-o1; it may be the direct descendant 
of τι τ σι. τι- appears in ἄσσας τι-α (after a word ending in a), which is not 
Herodoteian. The Aiolic forms tig Sappho 104, and τίοισιν 168 are not 
descendants of τέῳ, τέοισι as often stated, but from the different stem ἐΐ- (χί-), 
found in (&)coa<ra. Cf. ὄτειᾳ Gortyna 452 and τεῖον" ποῖον. Κρῆτες. This 
stem τι- was not originally in place in the dative. Schmidt K. Ζ. XXV 93, 
Wackernagel K. Z. XXVII 89, XXVIII 121, XXIX 149. 


569.] The Compound Relative ὅστις. 


1. Nominative. ὅστις Hom., Tyrt. 12,,, Theog. 221, 744, 1173, 
Anakr, 94, (eleg.), Sim. Am. 770» &c., Herakl. 35, Teos 156 A 1, 


1 An, Ox. I 403, (cf. I 400;) τέο Ionic, τεῦ Doric. 
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Herodotos, Hippokrates ; Arrian is fond of ὅστις, &c., in prefer- 
ence to the simple relative forms. ὅτις: Hom., Theog. 676; 
Aris? Hom., Sim. Am. 7493, Hdt., Hippokr.e.g.I112. ὅτι Hom., 
Theog. 160, 690, Hdt., Herakl. 105, Hippokr. 11 358. ὅττι 
Hom., Theog. 17, 818 (not Ionic). 

2. Genitive. οὗτινος, ὅττεο, ὅττευ Homer; ὅτευ Hom., Hdt. 
The form ὅτινος might have been Ionic if analogy had had its 
way, as was the case in Doric. Herodas 4,0 has the non-Ionic 
ὅτου ; but cf. ὁτεύνεκ᾽ 5.0 despite ὁτούνεκεν 7105. 


3. Dative. ὅτεῳ Hom., Hdt., Demokr. 166, 188, Herakl. 
127, Herodas 7,,., but ὅτῳ 20ς (cf. 7.,). ὁτεωιοῦν is found in 
Amphip. 10,,. ὅτῳ is found M 428 where Zenodotos read ὅτεῳ ; 
ὅτῳ occurs in Theog. 154, 416, 609%, and in Anaxag.6 ad fin. 
according to Simplicius (Diels 157, for érw, Preller and Mullach 
adopt ὅτεων). In Solon el. 24,='Theog. 719, Bergk adopts ὅτῳ 
(Renner ὅτεῳ), where Plutarch has ᾧτε, Stobaios ὅσοις. ὅτῳ is 
found also in Hippokr. III 238, 252, Lukian’s Syria dea and in 
Arrian. 6 τινι Hsd., Theog. 631 (in 4), 807 (ὦ τινι A). In both 
passages this form should have been adopted by Bergk (cf. Hom. 
οὔ τινι); © τινι Hippokr. 11 664. 


4. Accusative. ὅντινα Hom., Tyrt, 12,,, Theog. 403, Hrd. 
449, Hdt.; ὁντινῶν Sim. Am. 7,9; ὅτινα Hom.; ἥντινα Hom., Hdt. 
(not τήντινα as all MSS. 1 go); ὅτι Hom., Hdt., Hippokr. II 12, 
III 228; ὅττι Hom. 


5. Nominative. οἵτινες Hom., Hdt., Herakl. 114, 126, Hippokr. 
II 240 (ot δέ twes); αἵτινες Hom., Hdt. 


6. Genitive. ὅτεων Hom., Hdt.; ὅτων Hippokr. II 64, 74 (2? see 
§ 567), a rare form in Attic (see on Xen. duad. VII 6, 24). 


7. Dative. ὁτέοισι Hom., Hdt. See Eustathios quoted under 
OTE®. 

8. Accusative. οὕστινας Hom., Hdt.; ὅτινας Hom.; ἅστινας 
Hom., Hdt.; ὅτιν᾽ Hom. X 450 (?). 

ἅσσαϑ « ἅ-Ἐτια Hom., Phokyl. 6,, Theog. 1048, Solon 38, (?), 
Hdt. I 47, 138, 197, Herakl. 122, Melissos 17; in Anax. 6 ἅσσα 
is a conjecture (Simpl. dca). 


570.| Other Pronominal Forms. On the form of the pro- 
nouns κοῖος, κόσος, κότερος, &c., see § 342. duds is not found in 
Ionic literature, but occurs in the Herodoteian otdapol, μηδαμοί. 


* This form is totally distinct from ὅστις (from ya-s). ὅτις contains the 
neuter *¢fod of the reflexive ofo-, which appears in Lokrian βότι (C. Ὁ. 1. 
1479 A 6) and in the Homeric Fés. The 77 forms in Homer are due to the 
assimilation of 57, and are Aiolic. 

2 Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 63,. 

3 Hust. 2305, 102643, 103633. 

* This form is neither Doric nor epic. Homer prefers ὅτεῳ with synizesis. 

° Bekk. An, I 461, (=Bachm. An. I 161). 
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The former is also Homeric. Demokritos, who gave to several 
of the letters of the alphabet names different from those in 
ordinary use, followed Alkaios 76, who divided οὐδείς into οὐ + dels 
(neuter δέν). Plutarch πρὸς Κολώτην 4 (Mor. 1109 A) quotes 
a saying of Demokritos: μὴ μᾶλλον τὸ δὲν ἢ τὸ μηδὲν εἶναι. 
No grammarian assigns δείς, δέν for τις, τι to any special dialect. 
Dr. Jackson (Journ. of Philol. XXI 73) ventures to find δαμά 
(μή + δαμά) in Parmenides. ὁ δεῖνα is unknown to Hdt. 


Numerals. 


571.) A special Tonic termination is ee -f0s in διξός, 
τριξός ($ 280) is specifically Tonic. . els, &e., Hdt., ἕν and 
ἕνα Samos 220,5, ἔν Miletos 100,, évds Chios 174 D 19, ef. Keos 
43, and Jasos 104,. μιᾶς Olynthos ὃ B 12. μίαν Miletos 
100, disposes of Aldus’ μίη in Hdt. e.g. 11 100, and 2 ὧδ μίην 
in IJ 111, and show that such forms in Anaxagoras, Hippokrates 
(e.g. VIII 2 74 in Οὐ, and later Ionic writers are hyper- Tonisms. 
See above, § 419. πρῶτον Thasos, J. H. 8. VIII 402, 8, Keos 
43), and Hat., ef. Πρωτῆς Styra 19. Hdt. has οὐδένες III 26, 
IX 58. 2. Homer, Hesiod δύω, δύο: δύο Paros 62, Samos 
220915 065099 31) Ananios 3,, &c., with the noun in the plural as 
often in Attic. δυῶν is found in Chios 174 Dg. It occurs in 
the Herakleian tables and in Gortyna 1,,. In the Chian docu- 
ment it occurs in conjunction with the Aiolic πεντηκόντων. Hdt. 
has δύο but not δύω, though the latter occurs as a v. /. in C, 6. 7. 
VI57, VII 24, 28. The indeclinable δύο is often used in Hdt. as 
in Attic. δύω is found only in composition (see under12). Hdt. 
has also δυῶν VI 57, &c., but not δυοῖν, despite I 11, 91, where 
there is no Ὁ. ὦ, δυοῖν is Hippokratic (VI 216, 286, 472, ΥἹΙΙ 148) 
ef. § 412; δυοῖσι Hdt.I 32, VIL 104; δυσί is not Herodoteian. 
Hippokrates has δυσί (Il 522 v.¢. δύο, VII 368) as perhaps 
Thukydides VIII tor (but see Phrynichos, p. 289 R) and cer- 
tainly post-Aristotelian literature and inscriptions (e.g. C. 1. A. 
II 467.;, 4714.) of the Roman period. Hdt. 1V 66 has σύνδυο, cf. 
σύντρεις τι 429. δεύτερος Hdt., Hippokr.; δευτεραῖος Hdt.; δίς 
Archil. 163, Sim. Am. 7,,, Hippokr. Il 78; διξός § 380; 
διφάσιος (Greg. Κι. p. 527); ἀμφοῖν Hippokr. 11 686 (ἀμφοτέρων 
A, Galen), VII 120 (ἀμφοτέροισι in 0), VIII 238, 240; cf. § 412, 
where δυοῖν is adduced from Lukian and Arrian., 3. τρεῖς 
Chios 174 A 3, Iasos 104,,, Zeleia 113,,, Paros 63, Oropos 18, 


1 Cf. Zenobios in Et. Mag. 639. 
2 δυῶν Eust, 8022¢- 9 (cf. 26.,); An. Par. III 88, on τῶν δύο 1]. Καὶ 253: 
-Arrindy ἢ κοινόν, ᾿Ιωνικὸν yap δυῶν. 
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(accusative). The accusative has usually been displaced by the 
nominative in Ionic, e.g. Anakr. 42, 83, Ananios 3,. The 
original form is τρίνς (cf. τρίινς Gortyna 5,4)» from which de- 
scended rpis, the reading of @ in Hippokr. VI 482, VIII 184, 
260, 304. τριῶν Oropos 18,5, Keos 439, Hippokr. I1 636. [τρισί 
Keos 43,3; τριοῖσι in Hipponax tr. 51, (σὺν τριοῖσι μάρτυρσιν) 18 
formed on the model of τριῶν, from a stem τρι-. It is doubtful 
whether this form is due to the satirist’s residence at Klazomenai, 
the Aiolic city which was late in joining the Ionic league (Paus. 
VII 3, 5); τρίτος Hdt., Hippokr. II 688, Erythr. 206 A 38 ; 
τρίς Sim. Am. 7,4, Sam. 215 (epigr.), Hdt., Hippokr. ΠῚ 78; 
τριξός § 380; τριακάδι Erythr. 206 C 47; ἡμιτριταῖος Hippokr. 
11 608. 4. τέσσερες, τέσσερα. To the forms adduced, ὃ 134, 
we may add τέσσερσι Hippokr. VI 198, VII 368, the reading of 0 
which ought to have been adopted by Littré, In VIII 2co @ has 
τέρσεσι. Hdt. has τεσσέρων, τέσσερσι, τέσσερας. Doric τετόρων 
in Phokyl. 3, is borrowed from the Hesiodic epos (réropa WV. 2). 
698), cf. rérropes Kinkel p. 178 (No. 248), a fragment rejected 
by Flach. τέταρτος Hdt., Hippokr. II 682, 690, Zeleia 114 F 3, 
Kyzik. 108 BC. Homer has also rérpatos (Joh. Gr. 241 B). 


τεταρταῖος Hippokr. II 680. 5. πέντε Anakr. 42, Keos 4359; 
πέμπτος Mylasa 248 B τ, Halik. 238,; Πένπτις Styra 19599 ; 
πεμπταῖοι Hippokr. II 682; πεντάκις Hrd. 2.5. 6. ἔξς Chios 


174 A 5 is a unique form (ὃ 378); ἔξ in δεκαέξ below. ἕκτος 
Thas. 71,,< ἑκστ-, or from a form without the sibilant. ἑκταῖος 


Hippokr. IT 646. 7, ἑπτά Samos 2209; ; ἕβδομος ; ἑβδομαῖος 
Hippokr. 11 682, Epidaurian ἑβδεμ-. 8. ὀκτώ; ὄγδοος, Eryth. 
206 A 46; ὀγδοηκοστός Hippokr. II 626. 9. ἐννέα No. 13, 


(Chalkidian), ἐννεία Zeleia 113,, (on the u cf. § 220), ἐννεοβολοῦ 
Orop. 18... Jonie εἴνατος in Hdt. as in Homer is=Kretan 
nvatos<evF-; Attic ἔνατος Hippokr. IL 704, Myl. 248 Ai; 
ἐναταῖοι Hippokr. II 682. 10. δέκα Hretria £5,,; δέκων Chios 
174 D 14 15 ἃ loan form from Aiolic!. δέκατος Keos 47,, Milet. 
93, Halik. 241, Phokaia 170, ἐπιδέκατος Amphip. 10,5, Hretr. 15,4. 
11. ἕνδεκα Zeleia 113,,, ἑνδέκατος Hdt., Hippokr.; ἑνδεκαταῖος Hip- 
pokr. 11 654. 12. The later Ionic has δυώδεκα, Hdt.11145 and 
in some thirty other passages without any variant ; so also Thasos 
(L.)8A 5. In VIII 121 Stein reads δυώδεκα in opposition to δυω- 
καίδεκα of ABC, and also in VI 108, where all MSS. have 
δώδεκα. The latter form occurs in Hippokr. II 520 (4), where 
the Homeric δυοκαίδεκα is adopted by Littré. Arrian Jud. 19; 
has δώδεκα. This Attic form is to be expelled from the text of 


1 This form, like πεντηκόντων, ἐνενηκόντων in the same inscription, arose 
from the fact that the final a of δέκα, &c., was regarded as a neuter plural 
termination. That the dative plural of like formation does not occur is 
a matter of chance. 
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Herodotos. δωδέκατος and δυοκαιδέκατος occur in Hippokrates ; 
δυωδέκατος Hdt. I το, IIT 92 (δω- 4 BCd). In Π7 οἵ for 
δυοκαίδεκα (A B), δυωκαίδεκα (C Pd), Stein reads δύο καὶ δέκα 
(μυριάδας). δεκαδύο is found in Tasos 104,,, a document contain- 
ing few traces of Ionic. It appears in C. 1. A. 11 4769; (100 B.C.). 
13. τρία καὶ δέκα Hdt., τρίτος καὶ δέκατος Hdt., τρισκαιδέκατος 
Hippokr. IT 712. 14. τεσσερεσκαίδεκα Hdt. VII 36, I 86 
(-ap- in all MSS.), Hippokr. VI 216 is indeclinable; τέταρτος 
καὶ δέκατος Hdt. 111 93, τεσσερεσκαιδέκατος I 84 (-ap- in all 
MSS. as Hippokr. II 668); τεσσαρεσκαιδεκαταῖος Hippokr. IL 
148, 15. πεντεκαίδεκα Chios 174 A το, Hdt.; πέμπτος καὶ 
δέκατος Hdt. 16. δεκαέξ Tasos 104,,, ἑκκαιδέκατον Hdt., 
ἑξκαίδεκα Hippokr.; ἕκτος καὶ δέκατος Hdt., ἑξκαιδέκατος Hippokr. 
17. ἑπτακαίδεκα, ἕβδομος καὶ δέκατος Hdt., ἑπτακαιδέκατος Hippokr, 
18. ὀκτωκα[ (δ εκα Halik. 238,,, ὄγδοος καὶ δέκατος Hdt., ὀκτωκαι- 
δέκατος Hippokr., ἐν δυοῖν δεούσαιν εἴκοσι Hippokr. VI 216 (so 
θ, other MSS. δεούσαις), δυοῖν δεόντοιν εἴκοσι VI 286. 10. 
ἐννεακαίδεκα, εἴνατος καὶ δέκατος Hat. 20. εἴκοσι(ν) Paros 
62, Anakr. 18, Hrd. 3,,, εἰκοσταῖος Hippokr. II 654. 21, 
εἴκοσι[ν €]vds Tasos 104,0» εἰκοστὴ πρώτη Hippokr. IL 680. 
22. δύο τε καὶ εἴκοσι Hdt. 20. τριήκοντα Thasos, J. H. ὁ, 
VIII 402, 10, Erythr. 202,,, τριηκοστός ΜΥ]. 248 A 1, Hippokr. 
II 680 (with Attic a), τριηκοσταῖος Hippokr. 11 150, τριηκόστ[ τα] 
Keos 4350. 35. τριήκοντα πέντε Hdt. but ἑνὶ καὶ τριηκοστῷ. 
38. δυῶν δέοντα τεσσεράκοντα Παΐ. I 15. 40. The Herodo- 
teian and Homeric τεσσεράκοντα Tasos 104;,, Kyzikos 111,,3 
teco[epa|x[d|ytwv Chios 174 C τό as in Aiolic!; τετρωκοστῶι 
καὶ πέμπτωι Myl. 248 Bi as in Archimedes II 282, 23=Attic 
τεσσαρακοστῶι, &e. Doric is τετρώκοντα (Herakl. Tablets). On 
the objections to referring this to the type ὀγδώκοντα (K. Ζ. XXV 
2.35) see Schmidt Neutra, p.192, τεσσαρακοστός Hippokr. 11 678, 
698 (with Attic a). 49. ἑνὸς δέοντα πεντήκοντα Hdt. I τό. 
50. πεντήκοντα Olynth. 8 A 5, [8805 1044,, πεντηκόντων Chios 
174 D7asin Aiolic. It is to be noticed that this form, δέκων, 
τεσσ[ερ]ακόντων, and ἐν εν ]ηκόντων stand in close proximity to 
inflected numbers in this inscription. 60. ἑξήκοντα Thasos 
(L.) 9;, ἑξηκοστός Hippokr, 11 678. 70. ἐβδομήκοντα Chios 
174 A 7, Delphic and Herakleian ἑβδεμήκοντα, ἐβδομηκοστός 
Hippokr. 11 700; ἑβδομήκοντα τριῶν Tasos 104.5; τεσ(σ)ερακαι- 
εβδο[ μη Ἰφοντούτης Paros 58. 8ο. ὀγδώκοντα Hom. and Hat. 
< dydonk-; ὀγδοηκοστός Hippokr. II 678. go. ἐν[ εἸἰνηκόντων 
Chios 174 C 26, inflected as in Aiolic. See under 40. Hom. 
ἐννήκοντα τ 174, ἐνενήκοντα B 602. In Dittenb. Sy//. 170,, from 
Miletos (234 B.C.) we find ἐνενήκοντα. 100. ἑκατόν Anakr. 


1 Cf. τριηκόντων Hsd. W. Ὁ. 696 (Stobaios, Eust.). 
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8,, Keos 43,, Chios 174 A 13, ἑκατοστός Hippokr, 11 680; cf. 


ἑκατοστύν SaMOs 22159. 200. διηκοσίων Zeleia 114 Drs; 
Chios 174 D 19. 300. τριηκόσιοι Thasos (L.) 9,, Chios 174 
B 23, C 16. 400. τετρᾶἄκοσίων Kyzikos 11:1. 500. 


πεντὰἀκοσίων Mykonos 92.., Chios 174 D7. In y 7 Aristarchos 
and Herodian read πεντακόσιοι, and so Ludwich. La Roche has 
πεντη-. 700. ἐπτακοσίων Chios 174 Ο 18, 21.  ὅδοο. 
ὀκτακοσίων Chios 174 C 23, Aiolic ὀκτωκόσιοι. goo. εἰνα[κ]ο- 
σίων Chios 174 D 2, εἰνακόσια Hdt. 11 145 (cf. Hom. εἴνατος). 
Here 1 has évya- and so Rd in 11 13. 1000, &e.. χιλίους 4 
Thas. 72,4, xEIAéwv Chios 174 D 2,12, C17, 23, δισχ ΕἸλίων 
Chios 174 C 20, tpicxEAlwv Chios 174 C 25, τρισχίλια Hdt. I 50, 
mevtakioxEIAlwy Chios 174 C 15, Hdt. πεντακισχίλια IL 145, &e. 
In Homer Aristarchos wrote ἐννεάχειλοι, δεκάχειλοι which would 
seem to be more in harmony with Ionic than ἐννεάχιλοι, dexa- 
χίλιοι". With χιλιαστύν Ephes. 147,), Samos 221,,, cf. Methy- 
mian χέλληστυς. χιλιάδων in Hdt. 17 28 is correct, not χιλια- 
δέων as Cd zin VII 29. 10,000, μυριάδες Hdt. VIL 29. 


Hdt. uses μηδαμός, οὐδαμός in the plural only (e.g. VI 103 obdapat). These 
stems are used in Attic for the construction of adverbs only. The neuter 
plural is used adverbially in Hdt. (as Halik. 238,9) and the feminine is rare. 
μηδαμέας IV 114 in good MSS. (4 BC) is an instance of the tendency of the 
scribes to inflect according to the -eo- or -nu- declensions. See above ὃ 454. 

In composition with nouns the form of the cardinal is not preserved, Hdt. 
herein agreeing with Homer, 6. 5. διέτης5, τριπάλαιστα, but τετραέτεα χρόνον 
L199. πέντε, ἕξ and εἴκοσι appear as πέντα-; ἑξα-, and εἰκοσα-. 

The conjunction in Hdt. of smaller and larger numbers may be illustrated 
by the following: I 32 πεντήκοντα καὶ διηκοσίων καὶ ἑξακισχιλίων καὶ δισμυρίων: 
HIT 95 τάλαντα μύρια καὶ τετρακισχίλια καὶ πεντακόσια καὶ ἑξήκοντα. Hippokr. 
ὙΠ 138 has τῇ πέμπτῃ καὶ ἕκτῃ ἐπὶ δέκα. 


Patronymics. 


572.| The grammarians called -.ddys an Ionic by-form of -ίδης, 
e.g. Gram. Par. p. 677 ᾿Αμφιτρυωνιάδης, Greg. Kor. p. 487 Πηληϊ- 
ddov καὶ Aaepriddov (sic). -ίδης is also recognized as Ionic, e.g. 
Greg. Kor. p. 460. Hdn. II 858,,, An. Ox. IV 326,,3, Bekk. 
Anecd. II 850,,, call the patronymics in -wy Ionic. It is of 


1 The only attempt to explain the divergence between the εἰ and z forms 
sufficiently plausible to warrant mention, is that of Kretschmer, K, Ζ. XXIX 
422, The forms in χῖλοι are derived from ἔχισλοί, χείλιοι from ἔχέσλιοι. 
Aiolic is χέλλιοι, Lakon. χηλίοι. 

* Cf. Schol. Ven. A on % 148, Schulze K. Ζ. XXIX 242. 

3. Here -αδιος is called Aiolic (see under that dialect), -δης Common. 
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course not restricted to Ionic. The same dialect sometimes has 
both -ίδης and -ίων. Euboian ‘Immdvins recalls the Boiotian 
-ovdas. A unique patronymic is that in -adevs occurring 
nowhere outside of Hipponax, who has “Epu Μαιαδεῦ (frag. 16) 
Ξε- Μαιάδος “Ερμῆ (21 A). ἙΕὐρυμεδοντιάδεα (accusative) appears in 
hexameters (85). It may be observed that the ending -κλίδης 
may be derived from clip-names in -κλος, 6.7. ᾿Αριστοκλίδης Styra 
194933 Cf. ᾿Αριστοκλείδης 19:0. Παρμενίδης owes its -ίδης to the 
analogy of Tappovidns. ἸΠαρμενείδης occurs (but not on Ionic 
inscriptions). For the heavier -είδης we not unfrequently find 
the lighter -ίδης substituted. In masculines derived from ηυ- 
stems we expect to find -ηίδης, -efdys, in feminines -nus (-ns). On 
Σελληίδεω and Βασιληίδεω see δὲ 233, 235, on Νηιρείδων § 233. 


THE VERB. 


573.| The Dual. 

Conjecture as to whether the dual in Homer is Ionic rather 
than Aiolic must be barren of result. In the most ancient 
period of the cultivation of the epos the dual was alive in both 
dialects ; but in early post-Homeric times in Ionic it had passed 
out of ordinary use. It occurs but once (No. 265) in an inscrip- 
tion dating from about 460 8. Ο.: Κριτίος καὶ Νησιώτης ἐποιησά- 
την. Though the dedicator of the memorial, Hegelochos, was 
either an Euboian or an Jonian of one of the Kyklades, there is 
nothing to compel us to assume that the artists were also 
Jonians. The inscription was found near the Parthenon and 
the alphabet is Old Attic, though the dialect is Ionic. An 
indubitable example of the Ionic usage in the fifth century is 
the Parian inscription No. 59, in which there are two dedicators 
(εὐχσάμενοι στῆσαν). In post-Homeric Ionic literature there does 
not occur a single example of the occurrence of the dual of a 
verbal form. 


The Syllabic Augment. 


574.| This augment may be omitted in such Ionic poetry as 
has an epic colouring’, but not in iambic verse. To the rule 


1 On the accent, see Gottling in Arch. Zeit., 1845, p.96. The conjunction 
of Kritios and Nesiotes is attested in two other inscriptions in which ἐποιη- 
σάτην occurs. See Brunn, Geschichte der gr. Kiinstler, Ὁ. 74. 
᾿ 2 The examples in the grammarians of the so-called omission of the syllabic 
augment are either drawn from Homer outright and usually called Ionic and 
poetic (at least in the later grammarians), or tacitly regarded as epic. Cf. 


.- 


462 THE IONIC DIALECT. [574: 


that in prose only pluperfects and iteratives may omit the 
augment χρῆν is but an apparent exception. It is derived 
from χρὴ - ἡνΞεχρεὼ ivi and ἐχρῆν is an analogical formation. 


The omission of the augment in Homer, notwithstanding the treatises by 
Grashof, Poehlmann, M. Schmidt, La Roche, Koch, Skerlo, and Molhem, has 
been generally regarded as practically subject tonorule. Latterly Mr. Arthur 
Platt has shown (Journal of Philology XIX 211) that, when the aorist is em- 
ployed to denote the immediate past or in its gnomic use, the forms with the 
augment are much more frequent. The imperfects in narration are often 
devoid of the augment. M, Schmidt (Philologus IX 426 ff.) endeavoured to 
establish the procedure of Aristarchos, who, he maintains, omitted the aug- 
ment of verbs beginning with A and rp; when τεῦξε, τίκτε, δῶκε stand after 
the second foot ; when a noun precedes whose ending is a (except neut. pl in 
-ea, and -ἰὰ usually) ; and when the verb is preceded by a preposition with 
anastrophe. 


1, In prose inscriptions this augment is never omitted. 

2. In the following metrical inscriptions this augment is 
omitted: κίχε Amorgos 34 (but ἔθηκε in 1. 2), [ἔτευξε Erythrai- 
200, στῆσαν Paros 59. These inscriptions are epigrams. In 
Halik, 241, after a dedication in prose, we read ποίησεν Μακεδὼν 
Διονυσίου Ηρακλεώτης. Boeckh read ἐ]ποίησεν, but, apart from 
the objection to this conjecture because of the unusual position 
of the verb in a prose inscription, the omission of the augment in 
artists’ signatures is not unknown, even when it does not con- 
stitute a part of an hexameter. Maydras πόησε in C.1.G. 1794a 
(cf. ὁ) precedes an epigram. We find ἐποίησεν in an hexametrical 
inscription containing the signature of Alxenor (no. 26). 


575.| The syllabic augment is omitted in the lyric poets as 
follows: A. Hlegiac (by imitation of epic models). 
Kall. τι μοῖρα κίχεν, Tyrt. 5, φεῦγον (in the first foot), Mimn. 


Apollonios de Pronom. 113 C, Ptolemy cited by Hdn. II 28,=schol. Ven. A on 
A 464, IL 34,.=schol. Ven. A on B 427, Hdn. II 1251, (from περὶ παθῶν) 
where the omission of the augment is referred to the Ionians and not merely 
to the poets. That Herodian maintained the view (different from that of 
Apollonios) that the omission of the augment was poetic, not Ionic, cannot 
be proved. It is quite true however that he does not call the phenomenon in 
question either Ionic or poetic, and that most of the passages in Lentz’ 
edition ascribing it to the Ionians do not mention Herodian’s name outright, 
Joh. Gr, 241, 242, Greg. Kor. p. 404, Gram. Meerm.654, Aug. 669, Vat. 699, Paris. 
675 (An. Bachm. IT 3659), An. Ox. I 3109, 33413, 37402, 4334, ΠῚ 35913, 41224, IV 
17619, 18505; An. Par. IIL 1205, 13416) 13719) 1382, 18324, 3041, 4417, LV 2108, 
223,; Choirob, 513108; 556265 595331 0092, 63333 (= An. Ox. TV 418,0), 6378, 70075 
909 jo 3 Et. M. 338.7; in the scholiast Ven. A we find the remark ᾿Αρίσταρχος 
Ἰακῶς or its equivalent on A 160, 374, 464, B 35, 427 (cf. A 464), 682, 751, 
T 415, A 109, 517) Z 155, 157, 1 δύ, K 546, Ξ 285, O 601, 11 120, 207, 290, 379, 
2549, T156, 84, Ψ 455, 2 648; in the following passages no mention is 
made of Aristarchos: H 428, A 28, M 420, 2114, Ψ 440=Hdn, IT 1223,, schol, 
P,Q on ἡ 239 =Hdn. 1 147,, &c. Cf. also Eust. 72,,, 1759,, and Tzetzes Ex. Il, 
7338 7414) 8806, Cf. 10319, Drakon 16043, ef. 15500. 
* Cf. Ahrens Kleine Schriften I 24. 
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14: αὐγῇσιν φέρετ᾽, Sol. 4) ὑπέρθορεν, Phok. 3, τῶνδε γένοντο 
(where Stobaios’ B has ἐγένοντο), Theog. 5 θεὰ τέκε, το γήθησεν 
(first foot), 196 τλήμονα θῆκε, 123 ποίησε, 206 ὑπερκρέμασεν (so 
Bergk, ὑπεκρέμασεν O, ἐπεκρέμασεν other MSS.), 266 φθέγγετ᾽, 
463 θεοὶ δόσαν, 1101 ὅστις σοι βούλευσεν ... καί σ᾽ ἐκέλευσεν, 
1108 γένόμην, 1319 τοι δῶκε; and in Archil, κάλλιπον On. 


B. Lambographic? (including all of Archilochos). 

κάλλιπον Archil. ὅς. λίπε is not objectionable in Archil. epod. 
eid: 

πεντήκοντ᾽ ἀνδρῶν λίπε Κοίρανον ἤπιος Ποσειδῶν since the verse 
is an ἑξάμετρον περιττοσυλλαβές. Frag. 186 consists merely of 
the words ὀξύη ποτᾶτο, which may be written ὀξύη ᾿ποτᾶτο as 
ἄτη ᾿κιχήσατο (73, tetr.) for the unaugmented form? Even in 
prose inscriptions we find ᾿ς, ᾽λάσσονες. Archilochos elsewhere 
retains the augment (29,, 293, 33, 34; 35) 52). καὶ πονήσατο in 
Sim. Am. 7,5 was cured by Ahrens’ κἀπονήσατο. In a fragment 
ascribed by some to Xenophanes, Bergk (/ L. G. II, p. 116) 
writes βληστριζόμην contrary to the MSS. The word seems 
confined to Ionic (Hippokrates and Aretaios use it), but the verse 
is suspected ; cf. § 565. 

φύγον in Anakr. 29 is nothing but a conjecture for φεύγω in order to 
harmonize the metre of 29 with 28, ὁ. 6. choriambie dimeter + first phere- 
cratic. 


On iteratives in poetry, see § 576, 2. 


576.| In prose the syllabic augment is omitted only in the case 
of pluperfects and iteratives®. As stated in § 574 χρῆν is not 
an exception. It is more frequent in literature from the time 
of Herodotos, and in that author occurs oftener than ἐχρῆν. The 
latter form should have been adopted by Stein in IL 173, where 
it is supported by ABR. In III 52 ἐχρῆν is found in all MSS. 


Lukian is the only pseudo-Ionist who might be thought to have attempted 
to omit the syllabic augment under other circumstances. In Syria ἄρα το and 
22 Jacobitz adopts λίσσετο (in both cases after a vowel). In ὃ 19 Καὶ has the 
correct form ἐλίσσετο. In ὃ 25 we find φθέγξατο, in ὃ 45 ἀνακέατο in AB, 
ἀνακέετο in Vatic. go, the reading adopted by Jacobitz, in the other MSS. the 
correct ἀνεκέατο. Even the pluperfects in Lukian retain the augment, and in 
no case may the augmentless forms be accepted as representing older Ionic 
prose usage, or in fact anything more than vicious theorizing on the part of a 
copyist. 


1 Of. Hdn. 11 4971,: παρὰ τοῖς ἰαμβογράφοις ... ov δεῖ διὰ τοῦ t γράφειν αὐτό 
(εἶδον), ἀλλὰ διὰ τῆς εἰ διφθ. μόνον. 

2 The form arn is here the shorter form of ἀάτη, which should not in ὃ 201 
have been mentioned as possible. Cf. Aesch. Suppl. 106, Agam. 730. Hesychios 
has κατέβασκε᾽ κατέβλαψεν. The initial a of ἀξάτη is prosthetic. 

3 Other cases of omitted syllabic augment are errors, eyen when supported 
by all the MSS., e.g. Hdt. 1 208 ἐξαναχώρεε. 


- 


464 THE IONIC DIALECT. [576. 


1. Pluperfect. In Herodotos according to Lhardy’s count? 
there are 162 cases of the presence of the augment, 31 where it 
is omitted. From the latter number, Stein deducts all but the 
following seven, which are found in all MSS.: ἀναβεβήκεε I 84, 
ἀναβεβήκεσαν VII 6, τετελευτήκεε 1 165, καταλελοίπεε III 61, 
καταλέλειπτο VII 170, δέδοκτο IX 74, παρατετάχατο VIII 95. 
Whether even these are correct may well be doubted. Other 
editors are not so rigorous as Stem in excluding the unaug- 
mented forms. — 

The repugnance of the Κοινή to augmented pluperfects may 
explain some of the omissions in the MSS. of Attic prose litera- 
ture. There is not a single example of the loss of the syllabic 
augment in the pluperfect in any Attic inscription. 

2. Iteratives*. In the case of iteratives no augment was 
necessary. They were preterites differmg from other verbal 
forms in having no present with a distinct iterative force and no 
mood form other than the (past) indicative. In the post-Homeric 
poetry which was composed by Jonians we find two cases of the 
preservation of the iterative: ἔσκεν in Mimn. 14:0 (also Homeric) 
and θύεσκε in Hipponax 37,. The presence of the latter form in 
trimeter is proof that the Ionians did not cast aside this peculiar 
formation which all the other dialects found too cumbersome, 
and that the forms in Ionic prose are not mere reproductions of 
epic diction. Doubtless the fondness of the epic dialect for the 
iterative aided in part its revival in the fifth century, but the 
forms had not died out at that period. The post-Homeric 
prose iterative is a strongly marked Jonism. While New Ionic 
did not utterly abandon the iteratives formed from the second 
aorist active stem, it avoided those of the sigmatic aorist and 
second aorist passive. The iterative in post-Homeric Ionic is 
confined to Q verbs. 

Examples from Herodotos, &e. (1) Imperfects: ἔσκον, ἔχεσκε 
(so IV 200 for ἤχεσκε), and in about twenty other verbs. χρηί- 
σκοντοὸ (by conjecture in III 117 for -ται) and ὀδυρέσκετο IIL 119 
are the only middle forms. Lukian Syr, dea 22 has κλαίεσκε. (2) 
Aorists: AdBeoxov IV 78 and 130. καταλίπεσκε is preferable to 
καταλείπεσκε in IV 78, 

In some MSS. the augment occurs, e.g. I 100 (C P εἰσεπέμπεσκον), TV 78 (Rk 
ἐποίεσκε), LV 78 (καὶ καταλείπεσκε, A B κατελίπεσκε) ; in LV 130 all the MSS. have 
ἐλάβεσκον. 


1 Quaestionum de dialecto Herod., chapter 11. 

* The grammarians regard the iterative forms as Ionic only. Of, Hdn. I 
53536=I1 38,.=I1 792,, (Schol. Ven. A on B 832), εἴασκεν II 4924= 210, (Schol. 
Ven. A on E 256), cf. 496.3; Choirob. 6320, (ef. An. Ox. IV 418,,), An. Ox. I 
30918, 3791s, 3851, Where it is stated that ῥίπτασκεν and ἔχεσκες are not Ionic 
but poetic; An, Par. IV 2190, Et. M. 28425, 29512, 3816) 6243:, Ht. Gud. 42854, 
Drakon 433. 
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577.| The augment with 7. 


The forms ἠβουλόμην, ἠδυνάμην, ἤθελον are called Ionic? in 
An. Ox. II 374,,. Of these forms ἤθελον occurs in Homer, 
where it is from ἐθέλω 2, θέλω being found in o 317, possibly in A 
277, and occasionally in the hymns*, Hippokr. ITI go has ἤθελες, 
cf. § 588. Homer has ἔμελλον. In M 34 Zenodotos wrote 
ἤμελλον. In an elegy attributed to Theognis we find (v. 906) 
ἤμελλ᾽, and in another probably not composed by the Megarian 
poet occurs (v. 259) ἠμέλλησα (so A, ἠμέλησα O, and δὴ μέλλησα 
in most of the MSS., a form that may be adopted). Perhaps 
the 7- forms are an echo of those appearing in Hesiod’s 
Theogony, as Renner suggests, though it is doubtful whether 
they are a part of the older epic dialect. Fick (Hesiod’s Gedichte, 
p. 21) endeavours to displace ἤμελλον by transposition and other 
means*, In a very late hexametrical poem on the death of 
a child, found at Smyrna (C. I. G. 3272,), we read ἤμελλεν. 
ἤμελλον is certainly fifth century Attic, as it appears twice in 
Aristophanes where the metre (anapaestic) calls for the 7-form. 
n- Hippokr. In Herodotos we find ἔμελλον, ἐβουλόμην. In the 
case of δύναμαι there is some evidence for the ἡ- forms. Stein 
and Holder adopt ἠδυνέατο IV 185, IX 70, but ἐδυνέατο IV 110 
(MSS. 7-) and the é- forms elsewhere. In at least thirteen 
passages there is no variant 7- form, which is elsewhere 
supported by some MSS., e.g.in 1 τὸ (Od). ἠδυνάμην is how- 
ever Hippokratic: II 686, 712, III 36, 38, 58, 120, IV 256, 
V 430, &c., and ἠδυνήθην appears in Prometh. 206 ; Herodotos 
has ἐδυνάσθην, never ἠδ-, despite & in VII 106. In Attic 
inscriptions ἠδυνάμην and ἠβουλόμην are posterior to 284 8.0. 

In no Attic inscription do we find an example of ἤμελλον, and 
in Attic poetry there is no certain case of ἠβουλόμην. 

On the augment of verbs which once had F, see ᾧ 582. 


The Temporal Augment. 


The omission of this augment is regarded as Ionic by the 
grammarians ὅ, who cite only Homeric forms. 


1 But ef. Hust. 152343. 

2 The ἡ of ἠδυνάμην, ἠβουλόμην, ἤμελλον is merely an analogue of that of 
ἤθελον. Of this verb there were three forms θέλω, ἐθέλω, ἠθέλω, in which the 
ἢ is a preposition (cf. ὄφελος, ὠφελέω). The ἡ form was cast off except in the 
imperfect. 

3 See Eberhard’s Die Sprache der homerischen Hymnen, I 12. 

4 In 478 Fick reads παίδων τέξεσθαι ἔμελλε for παίδων ἤμελλε τεκέσθαι; 888 
δὴ ἄρ᾽ ἔμελλε for δή ῥ᾽ ἤμελλε; but 898, where the verse begins ἤμελλεν τέξεσθαι, 
is difficult to correct. The last verse is certainly later than the genuine 
Hesiod. 

5 Joh. Gr. 240 B, 242, Greg. Kor. § 23, Hdn. II 28,=345, (on A 464), 3415 
(on B 427) in Schol. Ven. A; cf. also schol. on A 213 and N 383 (ἕλκεν), 


Hh 
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578.| Inscriptions. 


In prose inscriptions the temporal augment is preserved except 
in ἐργάσατο Hphesos 146, an inscription of the fourth century, 
and ἐργάσαντο No. 263, an Ionic inscription found in Lykia?. 
In Rhegion 5,, where we find ΕΥ̓ ξάμην, which may be either ηὐ- 
or ev-, the Herodoteian form with εὐ- (I 48, IV 76) may be 
adopted. In Attic inscriptions ηὐ- is the preferable form before 
300 B.c. In the same document from Rhegion, Ελθον is ἦλθον. 
In Teos 159,, an inscription that has lost almost all traces of 
Tonic, we find ἐπωκοδομήθη. Is this an error of the stone-cutter 
or are we to read ἐποικ- as in Hdt. and occasionally in Attic in 
the perfect participle (at least in Makedonian times)? An 
Ephesian inscription (Brit. Mus. III 2, 449) has συνδιοίκησεν. 

In metrical inscriptions the augment is preserved (Amorg. 35). 


ἐπηνωρθώθη in an inscription from Mykonos of the Makedonian period 
(Ditt. Syll. 373,) is an interesting form since no certain example of the 
double augment in ἀνορθόω occurs on Attic inscriptions. Whether this form 
is Ionic or Attic must be left undecided. Latyschev, B. C. H. XII 460, calls 
for ἐπηνορθώθη. 

ἀνάλωσα (Hellenistic) is found in Amorgos, B.C. H. VIII 450,, (third 
century B.c.). Cf. ἀνάλωμα Thasos 72,,. 

Verbs that have lost an initial « have ci—e.g. ΕἸχον Halik. 2383), Elyev 
240ς0᾽ 


579.| Lyric Poets. 


The temporal augment is omitted in the lyric poets as follows : 

A. Llegiac (in imitation of Homer). Tyrt. 4, οἴκαδ᾽ ἔνεικαν 
by con}. (Hdt. has ἤνεικαν &e.); Mimn. 9, €(éue as always in 
the form with no preposition, 11, καλὸν ἵκοντο, 145 of μιν ἴδον (A 
εἶδον); Solon 45, εὗρε; Theog. 16 καλὸν ἄείσατ᾽, 208 ἕζετο, 226 
ἅδον, 542 ὄλεσεν, 831 ὄλεσσα (Ὁ ὥλεσ᾽), L115 μοι ὀνείδισας Bergk 
(vulgo 2 ὠνείδισας with a double accus. after the verb or an 
elided μοι), 606 ἔθελον from ἐθέλω (see on ἐθέλω, § 588). In 951 
ἀλάπαξα is the preferable form because of A 750, p 424, but 
ἐλάπαξα the reading of O is not impossible, as λαπάσσω was used 


by Aischylos and Hippokr. V 176, 628, Aret. 281. 


A 329, 307, K 252, 359, Ὑ 259, Ψ 691, Aristarchos adopting the unaugmented 
forms; An. Ox. I 316,), 395, (Ἰωνικῶς ἢ ποιητικῶς), IIT 260, (Hdn.), 266,, 
(Hdn.), IV 17619, 178), 185.3; An. Par. III 258,, IV 21033, 2226; Choirob. 
5130 Ἴων. ἢ ποιητικῶς AS 5196, 59129) 5939) 55005) 6332g=An. Ox. IV 418.5 (cf. 
Choirob. 90919), 70117; Et. M. 1249, 2345 (Ἴων. καὶ ποιητ.), 3324 (ἕλκε), 617433 Eust. 
42165 7245) 38028, 6463, 922,5, 152243, 175973 Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 734, 83 23) 10518) 1176 
and on Hsd. Theog. 555, W. D. 79; Max. Plan. in An. Bachm. ΤΊ 56,2. 

* In Attic inscriptions of the classical period ἠργαζόμην, ἠργασάμην are the 
correct forms (κατειργάσθησαν C. I. A. ΤΙ 809 b, 117 from 325 B.c. and ἐπειρ- 
γάσαντο ἴῃ Ἔφημ. apx. 1884, 169-170, 1. 21 from the second century A.D. are 
the only exceptions). This shows that the augment was 7 not ε. The perfect 
εἴργασμαι is correct in the classical period of Attic. In Oropos Ἔφημ. apx. 
1890, 71 ff. 1.17 we find ἐξείργασμαι ; Hat. ἔργασμαι. 
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Elsewhere we find the augment retained: ᾧχετο Mimn. 11,, 
Theog. 1137, 1292. 


B. Lambographic. Though we find εὗρε in Hipponax 515, the 
support for Bergk’s συνοίκησας in 12 and οἴκει in 47 is very weak. 
Codex Mare. has συνοικήσας (sic), the vulgate being συνῴκησας, 
and there is no authority for οἴκει whatever. I should have no 
hesitation in adopting the augmented forms. In Herodas 4, we 
have ῴκηκας, but εὗρε 6,;, οἴχωκεν 24. In Sim. Am. 24 for 
Bergk’s ἄφευσα (in the text) read ἀφεῦσα. 

Where two consonants follow: Archil. tetr. 67 .... σὺ γὰρ 
δὴ Tapa φίλων ἀπάγχεο from Arist. Pol. VII 6, 3. Here P, has 
ἀπάγχετο, ἢ, ἀπήγχεο, Sb Vb ἀπέγχεο, and P, ἀπάγχεαι which we 
may adopt though the quotation is too fragmentary to permit 
a certain restoration’. In Sim. Am. 1,, ἅψαντο is Bergk’s 
reading though Stobaios’ B has ἥψαντο, cf. Hdt. I 19. Solon 
tetr. 35, has ἕρδον (€epdov in Arist. "AO. πολ. 11). 

The augmented forms appear in Sim. Amorg. 17 ἠλσάμην, 
Archil. ep. 104, ἠθροΐζετο, tetr. 73 ἤμβλακον, Hippon. 42, ἀπηνα- 
ρίσθη. &e. Not even in Hdt. do all verbs with two consonants 
omit the temporal augment. The poets claim an equal licence. 
Renner thinks that Solon in his καθηψάμην tetr. 32, follows the 
lines of his native Attic. But it is not certain that Herodotos 
rejects the augment in ἅπτω (cf. 1176). Where a long syllable 
is necessary (παρήγαγεν Archil. tetr. 78,, ἀφείλετο Sim. Amorg. 
Qo, ἀνεῖλον Solon tr. 36,, εἶχον Hippon. tetr. 81, ὥπασεν Sim. 
Amorg. 75.) the temporal augment is not omitted. On κατηυλί- 
σθην Hipponax tr. 63,, Renner remarks that the augment nv is 
an indication of the Ionic fondness for ἡ. But in Herodotos 
many opportunities for ηὐ- from av- verbs are neglected, and εὖ- 
is the almost universal form in the MSS. in the case of verbs 
beginning with ev. 


580.| Herodotos. 

In the majority of verbs the augment is preserved, but (1) in 
certain cases it is never found, (2) in certain others it is omitted 
in isolated forms only, and (3) in others it is at times present, at 
times omitted. The other dialects evidence the fact that the 
demonstrative particle utilized to give expression to past time 
was recognized more and more as an integral part of the verbal 
form. Even in the domain of the poetry which succeeded to the 
epos the licence to omit the augment was restricted, and only 
upon certain definite occasions was its absence permissible. ‘The 
latitude to be discerned in the MSS. of Herodotos is quite ex- 
ceptional. A minimum variation is no doubt supported by the 


1 Bergk himself suggests that the imperative amdyxeo is correct. 
Hh 2 
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analogy of other dialects, e.g. Attic in its treatment of verbs 
beginning with a diphthong, but such laxity as the presence or 
absence of the augment in such verbs as dyw is exceedingly 
strange. 

Various causes may have contributed to this laxity: the view 
that Herodoteian Ionic was not radically dissimilar to Homeric 
Tonic, the growth of the historical present in the fifth century, 
which, by causing the imperfect to be assimilated in form to the 
present, may have fostered such forms as ἀμείβετο, and the 
objection to diphthongs whose first member was a long vowel. 
Thus a, av, ev, &c., m Hdt. may be normal developments of 
primitive du, dv, nv, and not augmentless forms at all. But the 
repugnance to these initial diphthongs, it must be confessed, is 
more strongly marked in non-Ionic dialects, notably North-West 
Greek. 

For the considerable diversity of opinion between scholars? as 
to the freedom in the treatment of the augment by Herodotos, 
the confusion of his MSS. is responsible. So great is this con- 
fusion, which must have existed in the archetypal MS., that the 
following summary can make no pretence to reproduce the usage 
of fifth century Ionic, or in fact claim to do more than record 
the testimony of the MSS. 

All verbs except iteratives (ἄγεσκον) and those mentioned 
below accept the temporal augment, 6. 7. εἶχον, ἦσαν, ἤλασα, 
ἠρήμωτο. On the augment of verbs once beginning with F, see 


ὃ 582. 


Verbs beginning with A. (1) Unaugmented are ἀγινέω, ἀεθλέω, ἀλυκτάζω, 
ἀμαυρόω, ἀμείβομαι (but ἠμείψατο in all MSS. IV 9%, ef. v.2. VI 68, VII 109, &e.), 
ἀνώγω, (Kat )apyupdw, ἀρρωδέω. With but two exceptions these verbs have a 
liquid or a nasal after the initial vowel. (2) Variable are ἀγάλλομαι, ἀγγέλω, 
ἁλίζω, ἀλλάσσω, ἀνδροῦμαι, ἀντιάζω, ἀπειλέω, ἅπτω, ἁρμόζω, ἀρτέομαι, ἀσπάζομαι. 
(3) Unaugmented only in certain formhs are ἀγορεύω (προαγόρευε), ἄγω (ἄχθη), 
ἀγωνίζω (ἀγωνίδαται), ἀνδραποδίζω (ἀνδραποδισμένους), ἂριθμέω (ἀριθμέοντο), ἄρτη- 
μαι (ἀρτέαται), ἄρχω (ἀργμένος, κατάρχοντο). Ε. (1) Unaugmented are ἑσσόω, 
ἐσθέω, ἕζομαι, ἐῶ, ἐθελοκακέω, epdw, ἑτεροιόω, ἑτοιμάζω, ἐλινύω, ἐξεμπολέω and the 
pluperfect of ἵστημι. ἐργάζομαι may belong here though there is evidence in 
favour of the augmented form, see ὃ 582. Hdt. has ἔωθα, not εἴωθα. (2) Vari- 
able are ἐλευθερόω, ἐπείγομαι, ἐπίσταμαι, ἔργω, ἀνέχομαι (ἢνεσχόμην and ἀνεσχό- 
μην). (3) Unaugmented only in certain forms are ἕλκω (ἀνελκυσμένας), ἕπω 
(περιέφθησαν), ew (ameWnuévos) 3. O. (x) Unaugmented are ὁδοιπορέω, ὁρμέω, 
δὁρμίζω, ὁρτάζω, and ὄφελον (but cf. the v.l, 1 111, IIL 65). (2) Unaugmented 
only in certain forms is ὁρμάω (ὁρμημένος, ὁρμέαται, dpuéaro). Al. Unaug- 


 Abicht in Philologus XI 275 ff. held that in verbs beginning with a, El, av, 
ev, ot omission is the rule. With this Curtius (Verbwm I 139 Germ. ed.) 
agreed ; while Dindorf combatted the neglect of the augment even before 
diphthongs. 


* In Hippokrates IL 254 4 has ἡψῆσθαι ; in VIII 192 ἑψημένος is correct. 
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mented are διαιτῶμαι, αἰνέω (but παρήνεε IX 122), αἱρέω (but ἐξῃρέθησαν in VII 
106), airéw, ἐναισιμόω, προαιδέομαι. The second aorist of αἰσθάνομαι appears 
once (VII 220), and with the augmented form which is not in harmony 
with the above. ἐπαΐω or rather ἐπάω, has ἐπῇσε IX 93. AY. (1) Unaug- 
mented is ἐναύω. (2) Variable are étavalyw', αὐτομολέω (αὐδάω is augmented). 
(3) Without the augment only in certain forms are αὐξάνω (αὔξετο, αὔξηται). 
El. Unaugmented are εἰκάζω, elpdw, elpwrdw, εἴρομαι. Only in the case of the 
genuine diphthong would ηἰ- have been possible. EY. Unaugmented all 
verbs except εὕδω Which has ηὗδον 1 211 (4 B, ἡῦ- R with εὖ written above, 
εὖδον CO), ηὗδε III 69 in all MSS. Homer uses only the unaugmented form. 
ev does not appear as in Attic as the augment of av verbs. ἣν is rare in Attic, 
a fact that at least in part may be ascribed to the ever-growing objection to 
this diphthong. OY. οὐρίζω contains a spurious diphthong and οὐνομάζω is 
incorrect. Ol. is always unaugmented. 


581.| The temporal augment in other Ionic prose writers. 

On verbs beginning with F, see ᾧ 582. 

Hippokrates follows the Attic norm, e.g. ἤρξατο II 604, 684, 
708, ἤρξαντο II 642, IIL 80, παρήνεον 11 226, ἡμορράγησε 11 644 
(ju- in AC, αἷμ- vulgo), ἠνδρώθη V 356, ἥπτετο III 98, παρωξύνθη 
II 686 (v.02. -o€-), III 24, 34, 62, Aye (-εε) IL 708, ΠῚ 52, 
ὠνόμασεν IIT 232. On ἠδυνάμην, see § 577. For ἐλύτρωται IV 
190 of many MSS., the vulgate is éAA-, which we may correct 
to «iA-. The unaugmented form appears to be due to association 
with the following ἐλύτροισι. Demokritos 12 has εὑρέθη. A 
noteworthy form is ἠκηκόει Hippokr. VII 490. From ἀναλόω 
we find in the same writer ἀνήλωμαι VII 514, 588, ἠναλώθην Ν' 
122, 126, but ἀνάλωμαι VII 574, ἀνάλωτο I 594. 

Of the pseudo-Ionists Lukian alone (except Aretaios who 
has ἕλε 43, -αιἰωρηται 111) neglects the temporal augment. In 
the Syria dea we find διαιτέοντο 26 (Dindorf -nr-), αὐλίζοντο, 
ἔλπετο, ἅπτετο, dvaivero 22 (which contains ἠδέετο and ὡμολό- 
yeev), ἀμείβετο 18, οἰκοδόμεον 21, ἄρχετο 21, 24, ἄρξατο 17, ἔχε 
17, 24 (εἶχε 45), ἔχετο 17, ὀρρώδεε 19, 21, συνενείχθη 27 (ἤνεικε 
22, 25); ἔσαν 3, αἴτεε 25. 

Arrian 28, has εἴων. 

582.| The Augment and Reduplication of verbs once 
beginning with Digamma. 

Excluded from this list are verbs whose presents have beyond 
doubt accepted a fixed adulterine εἰ, 6. g. εἰρύω, εἰρωτάω. In this 
section are included verbs from Herodotos, Hippokrates and other 
sources. 

ἄγνυμι. κατῆξα in Hippokr. V 224 recalls ἦξε in ¥ 392, τ 539, for which 
Zate? must be substituted ; cf. ἄξαι with ἃ taken from the indicative ἔᾶξα. 


1 In Attie we find both atalvero and ηδαινόμην. Hdt. has ἐξαυάνθη IV 151 
but ἐξηύηνε IV 173. Abicht augments in each case. 
2 Zenodotos read énée, cf. ε 316. 


΄ 
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Though afa becomes ἃ in Ionic, a form κατήγνυμαι was invented to give a 
supposed Ionic colouring to κατάγνυμαι which was regarded as Attic only. 
This κατήγνυμαι appears in κατάγνυται Hippokr. III 556, κατηγνύμενα 111 506 
(v. l. κατεηγμένα, an unusual form for Hippokrates, who uses κατεηγότα). Hlse- 
where Hippokr. adopts κατάγνυμαι, e.g. LV 278, ἀπάγνυμαι IIT 558, or καταγνύω 
VII 530 ; though κάτηγμα LIL 498, 500, IV 154, 164, VI 118, 134, 150 and κάτηξις 
TII 494, IV 118, 170, and not the ἃ forms, are employed. The perfect is ἔηγα 
found in κατέηγε Hippokr. III 428, 492, 506, VI 150, κατεηγώς Hdt. VII 224, 
Hippokr. III 442, 500, IV 130, 200, 278, 282 where the MSS. often have the 
Attic ἃ, The feminine must have had ἡ not a In Phoinix of Kolophon 
apud Athen, XI 495 E=Schneidewin Del. 34, κατηγυίης (Porson for καὶ τηγυίης 
AB) recalls forms that occur in the MSS. of Hippokrates. Littré edits κατε- 
αγυῖα in III 426 where several MSS. have rarayviav, MN -ηγυῖαν, LV 158 where 
H alone has κατεαγυίης, BCE &e. κατηγυίης, O καταγυίης (κάτηγα quoted by 
Veitch from Kiihn 3, 75). Aor. pass. ééynv. In Homer we find ἐάγη or ἄγη 
except in A 559, where the MSS. have ἀμφὶς éayn. The substitution by Bekker 
of ἀμφὶ eayn, perf. subj., (ef. Ahrens, Formenlehre, § 197, note 1) still leaves the 
text encumbered with an Attic (or Aiolic?) ἃ that is found in Hesiod W. D. 
534 (νῶτα ἔᾶγε, Bentley var’ ἐάγη, though he made no further conjecture to 
bring this into the verse). The Ionic form would be ἐήγῃ. Confusion between 
perfect active and aorist passive led to the construction of such augmented 
forms as κατεηγῇ Hippokr. III 428, κατεαγῇ LV 220 (-ηγῆ MN, -εηγῆ B), κατε- 
αγῇ IV 118 (-αγῆ C0), κατεαγείς IV 132, 172 (καταγέν C), 324, 346 (Littré), 
καταγῇ is well supported, IV 126, 168, 158 (7 Ε  -εαγῆ), καταγεῖσα IV 164, 
καταγείσης IV 148, καταγεῖσαν IV 154 in many MSS. but rejected by Littré, 
καταγεῖσα IV 166 in CK WN (Littré -εαγεῖσα), καταγείη IV 128 vulgo (Littré 
τεαγείη With H), καταγῇ IV 120 many MSS. (Littré -εαγῇ), III 442 vulgo 
(Littré -nyf). ἁλίσκομαι. ἡλίσκετο Hdt. VII 181, and 11174 (MSS. καταλ- 
and karna-); ἥλω I 78 (so always in Hat.) and x 230, the only indicative form 
in Homer (ἑάλω ?). In Hdt. IV 127 δείσαντες μὴ ἁλώῃ (in ABP) ἢ καρῇ, the 
adoption of the Homeric form was aided by the following #. Read ἁλῷ (I 84, 
ef. II 93). Bekker’s ἁλῴη, found in Aldus and perhaps in Ὁ, is not defensible. 
In Hippokr. VII 284 we find ἑάλω, the Attic form <jaaw. Hipponax (frag. 
74) has an indisputable case of ἁλῶναι, the only occurrence of this form in 
literature. Its ἃ might have been borrowed from the indicative ééawy, 
though that form is not attested in Ionic sources. dAévat recalls ἅλόντε in 
E 487: μή πως ὡς ἁψῖσι λίνου ἅλοντε mavdypov. Here the 0. 1. λίνοιο removes 
the difficulty as regards quantity, but creates the worst possible caesura}, 
ἥλωκα is better supported in Hdt. than ἑάλωκα: ἡλώκοι I 83, ἡλώκεσαν 184, 
VIII 61, ἡλωκώς 1 γ8, ἡλωκέναι I 70, but ἑάλωκε I 209, ἑαλωκότων and -κότας 
Ετοῖ (read ἦλ-). Arrian 131) has ἑαλωκότας. ἀνᾶλίσκω (ἀναλόω Hippokr. II 50 
where Galen has ἀναλίσκεται, VII 588 with ἀναλίσκομαι twice on the same 
page). In VII 514, 588 we find ἀνήλωται, in V 122 κατηναλώθη, 126 κατηναλώ- 
θησαν as IX 178, 180. ἀνάλωσα Amorgos B.C. H. VIII 450,, (third century 
Β. 0.) is an Hellenistic form often found in the MSS. of Attic writers. Attic 
inscriptions always have 7. ἁνδάνω. In Hdt. ΙΧ 5, 19 we find édydave, the 
form to be substituted for ἑήνδανε Ὡ 25, Ὑ 143 ; but in VII 172, VIII 28 éfvdave 
in almost all MSS. As both forms cannot well coexist, I should adopt ἥνδανε 


" The attempts to cure this verse are enumerated by Schulze, K. Ζ. XX1IX 
2306. 
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(cf. 0674). The open form derived its existence from the belief that Hero- 
doteian Ionic was like Homeric Ionic in its preference for open en, and 
perhaps also to the presence of gadov. ἕαδε Hdt. I 151, IV 201, VI 106, ἅδῃ 
1133, ἄς. Hipponax roo has ἄδηκε with the lenis, which is supported by 
ἀνδάνει Hippokr. 11 230, ἀδεῖν Hdt. III 45 in dz. In Homer we find the non- 
Tonic ἑᾶδότα in 1173=0 422. With ἄδηκε, cf. Homeric ἀδηκότες from ἀδέω. 
ἐθίζω. εἴθισμαι Hippokr. IV 254, εἴθιστο II 294, εἰθίδαται twice in II 298 (in A) 
for εἰθισμένοι εἰσί. ἔθω. ἔωθα Hdt. I 133, IL 91, IV 134, ἐωθώς I 34, 111, 
IIT 27, 31, ἐώθεα I 73, III 31, IV 127, 134, VI 107. Homer has εἴωθα and 
€w0a each twice, but only elwés. Hippokr. has εἴωθα V 610, 718, VI 242, 
εἰωθώς II 300 as in Attic. εἶδον Hdt. 1 68, 11 148 (ἴδον in PRz), εἴδησα 
Hippokr. 11 436, V 352, IX 230, ἤδεα Hat. IL 150, ἤδεε II 100, IX 94, συνῃδέατε 
IX 58, ἤδεσαν VIL 175, VIII 78. In I 45 Heide is supported by Ac Ps, but ἤδεε, 
the conjecture of H. Stephanus, is to be adopted. The pluperfect always has 
the augment: συνείδεε VIII 113 in A BC is to be corrected (cf. VII 164). The 
epic ἠείδης X 280, Helder ε 206 are certain cases of the augment 7. Elsewhere 
Homer has 76- as in New Ionic. εἰκάζω. εἴκαζον Hdt. 111 133, εἴκασα IT 
104, εἴκασμαι 11 182, III 28. Attic distinguished imperf. aor. (y-, 7.¢. with 
augment 7’) from perf. (e:-). *etko. A sharp dividing line separates 
Herodotos? from other Ionic writers in respect of the perfect of this verb. 
ἔοικα is found in Sim. Amorg. 74,, Theog. 391, 525, Hippokr. II 24, 52, Anax. 
11. ἐοίκασι Hippokr. II 12, 68, Herakl. 2, 3. ἐοικώς Anakr. 84, Hippokr. II 
34, Diog. 6, ἐοικυῖαι Hippokr. II 58, ἐοικυῖαν Aret. 169. In Hdt. on the other 
hand, though ἔοικα appears in the MSS. I 39, III 71, IV 31, 99, 132, VI 64, 
VII 18, the testimony in favour of the unreduplicated form is so strong as to 
justify the substitution of οἶκα which is read in IV 82, III 71 (in ΠῚ, οἴκατε 
V 20, VII 162, οἴκασι VII τού, οἴκω IV 180, οἰκώς VI 125, 1155, &e. Eberhard 
adopts οἰκός in Arrian 13:0, not εἰκός, as in ὅς, where the MSS. have ἐοικός. 
Hercher edited εἰκός. For εἰκός it is fitting, found in Hippokr. II 50, Hdt. has 
οἶκός V 97. εἴκω yield. εἶκον Hdt. VIII 3, εἶξα IX 63, 106. εἶπον and 
εἶπα. εἴρω say<fFepiw. εἴρηκα Hdt. 1 155, εἴρημαι IL 24, VIII 93, Hippokr. 
VIII 20, εἰρέαται Hdt. VIL 81, εἴρητο VIII 26, εἰρημένος Hippokr. VIII 20, εἰρέθην 
Hdt. IV 77, 156, and so elsewhere though the MSS. often have ἐρρήθην or 
ἐρρέθην, Hippokr. V 196 προερρέθην ; inf. ῥηθῆναι Hdt. IIL 9, ῥηθείς I οἱ, ὅσ. fut. 
ῥηθήσομαι Hippokr. II 362. εἰρήσομαι is confined in Attic to the form εἰρή- 
σεται, Which occurs in Hdt. IV 16, Hippokr. I 596. The latter author has 
also the strange form εἰρησόμενος III 516 (where nine MSS. have ῥηθη-). 
ἑλίσσω. Traces of a form ἑλίσσω or rather ἐλίσσω appear in Hippokr. κατελίσ- 
σεται IL 470. For διεξελίσσουσι Hdt. IV 67, ἐνελιξάμενος IL 95, the recent 
editors adopt the forms with εἰ. There is but little doubt that the Herodo- 
teian form was εἰλίσσω. Hippokr. has κατειλίξαι VII 32, 42, 50, VIII 426, 
εἰλίξας VIII 166 (6), ἐνελίξασα VIII τόδ (ἐνελίξας 0), ἐνειλίξας VIII 172, Littré 
(ἐνελίξας 0), ἐνελιξαμένη (-ει- 6) VIII 376, εἰλίχατο Hdt. VII 90; συνειλισθέντα 
Hippokr. 11 438. [ἕλκω has lost o not fF, ef. sulcus. ] ἐλπίζω. ἤλπιζον 


1 Other Attic verbs which have εἰ in imperfect and aorist according to 
tradition may in reality have had 7; cf. An. Ox. IV 179, which says that 
some wrote ἤθιζον; ἠἡστίων. ἠθίζοντο is actually attested. εἴθισται is the 
correct form in the perfect. 

2 Bust. 1714,,: τὸ δὲ εἰκυῖα od κατὰ τὴν ὕστερον ᾿Ιωνικὴν γλῶσσαν λέγεται. οἱ 
γὰρ pe? Ὅμηρον, ὡς δηλοῖ καὶ Ἡρόδοτος, οἰκὸς γράφουσι, καὶ ἀκολούθως καὶ οἰκυῖα, 
ῬΑττικοὶ δὲ ἐοικὺς καὶ ἐοικυῖα. Homer has ἐοικώς, εἰκώς, εἰκυῖα, εἰοικυῖαι. 


΄- 
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Hadt. VII 168, ἤλπισα VIII 24, ἠλπίζετο Hippokr. IX 320. ἐμέω. ἤμεε Hdt. 
VIL 88, ἤμεσα Hippokr. ΤΙ 696, VIL 194 (not ἤμησα), ἐμημέκεε V 232. ἕννυμι. 
ἠμφίεσμαι Hippokr. VIL 456, ἠμφιέσθαι VI 76. ἐργάζομαι. This verb is 
probably unaugmented in Hdt. and inscriptions, ὃ 578. Im Hdt. I 185 
A Bpr. have ἠργάζετο, cipy- the other MSS., I 93 ἐξηργάσαντο A, -ειργ- the 
other MSS., except Byr. which has -epy-, IL 15 περιεργάζοντο ἃ (cf. R), -npy- 
A Bt, -ειργ- Bm OP. Hippokrates does not omit the augment in κατειργάσατο 
ΤΙ 58, Lukian Syr. dea 25 εἰργάσαο, but ἐργάζοντο Astr. 23. εἴργασται Hdt. 11 
155 is better supported than ἔργασται which Stein and Holder adopt, but in 
II 121 (e), IX 45 ἔργασμαι is certainly correct. ἔργαστο 1179, ἐργασμένος V 53, 
Lukian Syr. dea 24 (MSS. elpy-), ἐξεργάσθη IV 179. It may be noted that 
ἐξεργάσατο Hermione, Ο. 1). 1. 3383, does not impeach the contention that 
digammated verbs may have had 7 as their augment. This Argolic form is 
simply a new formation from the present. épyw (Attic εἴργω). The correc- 
tion of a few passages, e.g. Hdt. IV 69, IX 68, where the Attic form has crept 
in, will reinstate ἔργω in complete possession. Homeric ἐέργω is never well 
supported in Hdt. ἔργω is augmented in ἐξεῖργον V 22, and receives no aug- 
ment in ἔργετο IV 164 according to Stein (Cobet and Holder efpyero). In VII 
197 Stein reads épyero with 4 B, Holder εἴργετο with PRvs, as I think correctly. 
In III 136 we read εἶρξε (CPd ἕρξε or ἔρξε), κατεῖρξαν V 63 (-eptay CPd). The 
perfect is ἀπεργμένος 1 154, II 99, V 64, VI 79, the aor. pass. subj. is ἑρχθῇ in 
Hippokr. VIII 26, 36, according to Littré, where ἐρχθῇ is well supported (in 
26 by C 6). ἔρδω. ἔρδον not ἕρδον Hdt. IX 103, ἔρξαν V 65, ἔοργε III 127, 
ἐόργεε 1 127 not ἐώργεε with Rd. οἴγνυμι. Hdt. ἄνοιξα IV 143, ΙΧ 118, and 
I 68, where all MSS. have ἀνῷξα, ὥϊξα in Hippokr. V 144, Littré with some 
MSS., rulgo ὦξε, ef. dita Z 298, 2 446. Hesychios cites a form ἔῳξεν with which 
ef. -€wte Hippokr. VI 568. With ἀνέῳγες, quoted from an inscription by Hdt. 
I 187, ef. dvéwyey 11 221. This is the imperfect. The second perfect is found 
in Hippokr. VII 558 ἀνεῴγασι ; ὥικται occurs in Hrd. 4,,. οἰκέω. ᾧκει ὃ 
Hippon. 47, see § 579 B, Hippokr. II 666, 684, III 24, 128, οἴκεον Hdt. I 57, 
οἴκησα IL 154, 1V 105 ; ᾧκηκας Hrd. 42; οἴκημαι Hdt. VIL 22, 122; οἰκέαται Hdt. 
I 142, οἰκημένος I 27, V 73, οἴκητο Hdt. I 193. ἐῴκεον appears in Littré’s 
edition of the letters of Hippokrates, IX 406, where @xeoy is correct. Arrian 
has ᾧκει 18,9. οἰκίζω. οἴκισα Hdt. T1191, V 42 ; οἴκισμαι LV 12, ἐνοικίσθην 1 68. 


Arrian has συνῴκισε 15, ᾧκισμαι τς, φκισμένος Ig, 515», 10.) 2249. οἰκοδομέω. 
οἰκοδόμεε Hdt. 1186, οἰκοδόμεον VIII 71, οἰκοδόμησε ΤΙ 127, οἰκοδόμηται I 181, 
οἰκοδομήσατο 111 το. οἰκοφθορέω. οἰκοφθόρησθε Hdt. VIII 142; ef. 144, 


V 20, I 196. oivoxoéw. gvoxde: Anakr. 32. οἰνόω. οἰνωμένοι Hdt. V 18. 
6pdw' (6pém). See § 582 end. ὥρα III 72 and often in Hadt., κατώρα VII 208, 
ἐπώρα 1 48. Sometimes there is a variation between ὥρα and ἑώρα, e.g. I 11, 
123, III 53, where the former form is to be adopted. Hippokrates’ use of 
ἑώρα is undisputed (cf. IT 708); Vita Hom. ἑωρᾶτο 5. ὡρῶμεν is read by Stein 
when the MSS. have ὡρέωμεν, ὁρῶμεν, ὁρέομεν, ἑωρῶμεν. For ἑωρῶμεν I 120 
(v.l. éop- in ΟἹ Lhardy conjectured ἐνωρῶμεν. ὡρᾶτε VII 8. In the third 
plural the form is ὧρ- not éwp- (cf. v. 1. V 91) whatever the termination (see 
under Contract verbs). In later Attic according to Photios ὥρων was used. 


* Homer has no trace of Fopdw. fF disappeared before an ὁ sound at an 
earlier period than it did before other vowels. Ahrens Philol. KXXV 50, L. 


pees K. Ζ. XXIIT 49). Cf. the early loss of F in -Fws of the perfect par- 
iciple. 
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Perfect. ὥρηκα Hrd. 40 and δρώρηκα 619, ἑωράκῃ Hippokr. V 720. In Doric we 
find ὡρακυῖαν C. D. I. 3340, (Epidauros). ὁρτάζω (ἑορτάζω). ὅρταζον Hat. 
Χο: οὐρέω. οὔρει Hippokr. II 686, οὔρεον 11 692, οὔρησα IL 686, 696, 
V 354, οὐρήκει V 354, οὐρήθην V 716. This verb is placed in this list because 
of mpoceovpovy Demosth. 54, 4, ἐνεούρησεν in Eupolis (Koch frag. 45), though 
the ov is probably not proethnic. ὠθέω". ὠθέετο Hdt. VI 86, dca III 78, 
VII 167, ὠσάμην IX 25, ἀπωσμένος V 69, ἀπεώθησαν, a singular form, occurs in 
the MSS. of Hippokr. IX 242 (Littré dmewo-). Hippokr. has the noteworthy 
form πρώσας for προώσας VII 314. ὠνέομαιν. ὠνεόμην Hdt. I 69, IIT 139. 
A singular form is ὠνησάμενος Hippokr. IX 362. 


That ἢ may be the augment of verbs whose initial sound was 
F may be inferred from Skt. dvar, dvidhyat, and Homeric ἠείδης 2 
&e. ἠείδης is not the preterite of ἐξειδ-, ὁ. 6. Feid- with a 
prosthetic vowel (ἐεισάμενος) which was lengthened as the ε of 
ἔρχομαι was lengthened to ἡ in ἠρχόμην. Other examples of ἡ 
that are tolerably certain are ἤκειν, ἤκαζον, ἤκασα, less certain is 
ἠργαζόμην which may have been formed from ἔργαζομαι, not from 
ξεργάζομαι, 2. 6. 1t is only apparently identical with the old npya- 
ζύμην from 7Fepy-. The imperfect and aorist were the tenses 
where 7 appeared, not the perfect. 

It has been widely held, since Wackernagel’s® discovery of 
the existence of ἢ as an augment of F verbs, that the form 
ἑώρων was to be explained as resulting from ἠλόραον. From 
the point of view of Attic or Ionic, dialects which permit meta- 
thesis quantitatis, there is no difficulty in the way of such an 
explanation; the movement which in Ionic produced ἡ from ἃ 
having ceased. In Doric however a shifting of no to ew (at 
least in verbal forms) * is unknown, and yet we have ἑώρη on 
Epidaurian inscriptions, C. D. I. 333955, 33402. ἑώρων will 
therefore have to be explained as Attic ἑώρταζον : instead of 
ἐόραον, ἐώραον was constructed, since the former form did not 
seem augmented at all® In the pluperfect we find ἑωράκη, -ειν, 
but in the perfect ἑόρακα (such is the better form) as ἑἄλωκα. 
The Homeric ὠίγνυντο, ὥιξε, for which Wackernagel Τ proposed 
to substitute ἤοιγ-, ἤοιξε, are genuine forms from ὀβξίγνυμι (cf. 


1 ἐωθέουσι, quoted by Gram. Paris. 675 =An. Bachm. II 364, as the Hero- 
doteian form of ὠθοῦσιν, is due to the supposed fondness of Ionic for ew. 

2 An, Ox. IT 3743;. 

8 K. Z. XXVII 272. The idea was first suggested by Hartel Hom. Stud. 15 
120, but later abandoned by its author. Wackernagel cites An. Ox. IV 179, 
where it is stated that some wrote ἠργαζόμην, ἤθιζον. 

* ἱερεωσύναν Kos 40 A 11 (Paton and Hicks) from ἱερηβοσύνα ; cf. ἱερῆϊ 37505 
42 B (Πολιῆϊ 38:2, 13, Μαχανῆϊ 3814). 

5 Tt is not probable that ἑώρη is a new formation from ὥρη. 

6 The rough breathing is due to the influence of ὁράω rather than to the 
lost spirant. 

7 B. B. IV 304. 


΄- 
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Aiolic ὀείγην). Hippokrates has évéa. Attic ἀνέῳξα looks as if 
it was assimilated to ἀνέῳγα from βοίγνυμι or it has a double 
augment. 


582 A.] Varia. 


1. Augment before the Preposition occurs in μεμετιμένος Hdt. V 
108, VI 1, VII 229; elsewhere the augment of this verb keeps 
its usual place, notwithstanding ἐμετίετο I 12 in A’ ΟἽ (ἐμετείθη 
1 114 in dz). See also below on 2. κατέατο is now written in 
III 144, VIII 73 against the augmented form of the MSS. 
ἀμφιέννυμι augments the preposition only : ἠμφιεσμένη Hipponax 
3, ἠμφιέσθαι Hippokr. VI 76, VII 456. Hippokr. has ἐκάθευδον 
V 252. ἐμπολημένος Hdt. I 1 may be noted here. 

2. Double Augment. Anakreon used the form ἐξυνῆκεν (146) 
according to the Et. M. 385,, which states that ἐσυνῆκε occurred 
in Alkaios. Hdt. has ἠνέσχετο V 48, VII 159, VIII 26, but 
ἀνέσχοντο V 89, VI 112, VII 139. Hippokr. III 94 has ἠνώ- 
χλεον, V 702 ἠνωχλήθην, ἠνίει V 414, ἠφίει V 228 (ἐῴκεον IX 
406 is incorrect). On ἐπηνωρθώθη, see § 578, note. On ἑώρων, 
see § 582 end. 

3. Augment of some compound verbs. ὡδοιπόρησε Hippokr. VI 
276, οἵ. Hdt.VIIL 129 διοδοιπορήκεσαν. οἰκοδομέω and οἰκοφθορέω 
are unaugmented in Hdt. ἐδυστύχεε Hdt. VIII 105, εὐδοκίμεε 
VII 227, εὐδοκίμησα 111 131, εὐνομήθην I 66, εὐτύχησα VII 233. 
ἐπαλίλλογητο Hdt. I 118 in the perfect without reduplication. 
Hdt. has rapevounoa VII 238 not παρηνόμησα. 


Reduplication. 


583.] 1. On the absence of reduplication in οἶκα, ἥλωκα, cf. 
§ 582, where the digammated verbs are enumerated. On ὥρηκα 
and ὁρώρηκα see the same section. On the syllabic augment of 
the reduplicated pluperfect in Herodotos, see § 576, 1. The 
temporal augment does not appear in ‘ Attic’ reduplicated forms. 
ἐπαλιλλόγητο Hdt. 1 118 is due to a desire to avoid a cumber- 
some form. Reduplication in the second aorist is chiefly Homeric}. 
In Herodotos we find ἤγαγον, éoméunu, εἶπον. Reduplication in 
the present presents no noteworthy features except in the case 


1 The grammarians often call Ionic such forms as AeAdxwot, κέκλυθι, κεκάμω 
(Aristarchos κε κάμω), τετύκοντο, πεπαλών. Cf. Joh. Gr. 240, Greg. Kor. 433 
(also Doric), 461, Vat. 696, Paris. 676=An. Bachm. IT 365, Et. M. 86,,, Birnb. 
67740, An. Ox. I 363,, An. Par. IIT. 183 (ef. 3099), 34398, Hust. 13601, 157195 
O21, 12256), 12673, 102017, 172259, 177459, 19694,, Diakonos on Hesiod Asp. 
245 (ἐμέμαρπον). By a reverse process the absence of reduplication is called 
Tonic in βλήμενος Greg. Kor. 461, Paris. 676=An. Bachm. II 365,, (also 
δέχθαι), τύχθαι Drakon 160.4, cf. 1564. 
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of the pseudo-Hippokratic διδίσσομαι VIII 66 (Littré with CDK). 
Here, however, 0 has δειδίσσηται (intransitive), whereas B 190 
is transitive. Elsewhere both UHippokrates and Aretaios use 
δεδίσσομαι in the sense of ‘ feel afraid.’ 

From aipéw we find in Thasos 71,,,, ἀναιρερημένος, in |. 2, 3 
- -parpnuevos, which was read by Bergmann dva-, by Blass ἀνε-. 
Neither of these forms occurs. The reading οἵ. Blass (Ausspr.3 62) 
rests upon the view that au could become ε in the fourth century ; 
a change unattested for this period of Greek}. Since Herodotos 
has ἀραίρηκα, ἀραιρήκεε, ἀραίρημαι, ἀραιρήμην, ἀναραιρημένος has 
been read by Bechtel. If this restoration is correct, as seems 
probable, the perfect of αἱρέω was formed in Ionic in two different 
ways (1) ἀραίρημαι, a kind of perfect often used in Hdt. in other 
verbs, (2) αἱρέρημαι by inner reduplication, as in ἠνίπαπον, ἠρύ- 
kaxov. In Samos 2213, ἡιρημένος shows that by about the year 
322 B.C. in an official document the specifically Ionic reduplica- 
tion had been abandoned. 


2. So-called Attic reduplication !. 

Epie are ἀλάλημαι, ἀγηγέρμην, ἀλαλύκτημαι, ἀνήνοθεν, ἐδήδομαι, ἐρήρισται, 
ἐρήριπτο, ἐρήριπα, συνοκωχότε, ὀδώδυσται, ὄδωδα", ὀρώρεγμαι (ὥρεγμαι Hippokr. I 
520), ὄρωρα" (Theog. 909), and ὀρώρειν, ὀρώρομαι. 


ἀκήκοα Hdt. I 37, VIII 109, ἀκηκόειν II 52, VII 208 while 
Hippokr. VII 490 has the Attic ἠκηκόειν. In Herodas 5,9 occurs 
the interesting form ἀκήκουκα ὃ. ἀλήλεσμαι Hdt. VII 23, κατα- 
ληλεσμένους (?) Hippokr. VIIT 456, where the MSS. have -εληλα-, 
-εληλασ-, and -εληλεσ- (so Littré). Aretaios 195 has ἀληλεσμένη. 
From ἀραρίσκω Homer has ἀρήρῃ, ἀρηρώς, ἠρήρεα ; in Archil. 94 
the MSS. have ἠρήρεισθα which Bergk thought fit to change to 
-ησθα. ἀρηρομένος Homer, Hdt. ΤΥ 97. ἐγήγερμαι Hippokr. 
IX 340 (ep.), cf. ἐγρήγορα, V 310, 694, Homer. ἐληλάκειν Hdt. 
V 90, ἐλήλαμαι Homer, Tyrt. 12,,, Hdt. I. 180, IX 9, ἐλήλασμαι 
Hippokr. VIII 290, 426 ; ἠληλάμην Homer, ἐληλάμην Hdt. VIT 
205. ἐλήλυθα Hdt. VIII 68, Hippokr. 11 266, ἐληλύθεε Hat. 
V 98, VIII 114 (epic ἐλήλουθα, εἰλήλουθα, εἰληλούθει). ἐμημέκεε 
Hippokr. V 232. ἐξενήνειγμαι Hdt. VIII 37, IX 72. ἐρή- 
ρεισμαι Hdt. 1X. 152, Hippokr. III 294, IV 220, 412, 152 (but 
συνήρεικα VI 372). In VIII 272 for ξυνερήρεισται in D, θ has 
συνερηρέδαται (cf. ¥ 284). In VIII 270 συνηρεισμένας is attested 
by 6 and the other MSS. Homer has also ἠρήρειστο, ἐρηρέδατο. 
Hippokr. VIII 292 has ἐρηρείσεται in θ. ἐρήριγμαι Hippokr. 


1 In Attic the change occurred in the second century A.D. 

2 Tonic: Hust. 1523.3. 

3 This form recalls in a measure the Syrakusan inflection of the perfect as 
a present. Of. also Knidian τετιμάκει. 
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VII 416 (ἔρειγμαι in D), VIII 506. οἴχωκε, not ᾧχηκε, was 
called Tonic by Dorotheos apud Schol. Ven. A on O 252, and this 
spelling was adopted by Apollonios. Aristonikos and Trypho 
(frag. 99) probably received παρῴχηκεν. Hdt. VIII 108 has 
οἰχωκυίας, οἰχωκότας IX 98, διοίχηνται IV 136 (διοίχονται ?), 
οἰχώκεε IV 128. The vulgate παρῳχημένος is rightly rejected 
by Littré for παροιχόμενος in Hippokr. VI 16. The form with 
the ‘ Attic’ reduplication but with ὦ for @ also appears in οἴχωκεν 
Herodas 2, and this, and not the form from the stem orxe, must 
be regarded as Ionic. ἀπολώλεκα Hdt. I 45 ἀπόλωλα Hom., 
Hdt. II 181 ἀπολώλειν Hom., Hdt. IIT 119 ὄπωπα Homer, 
Hat. III 37, 63, Hippokr. IV 78, VIII 606, pluperf. Homer, 
Hdt. V 92, Arrian 159. ὀρώρυγμαι Hdt. III 60, IV 195, and 
so II 158 (not ὥρυγμαι), ὀρωρύγμην Hdt. I 185 (not ὥρυκτο), 186 
(not ὠρώρυκτο). δρώρηκα § 582. 

3. Mute followed by a Liquid. 

βέβλαμμαι Hippokr. VIII 418, 494, 498 but ἐβλαμμένοις 


Ephesos, Dittenberger Syll. 944. (first century B.C.), γέγλυμμαι 
Hdt. II 106 ete., Hippokr. ΤΥ 386. 


4. Other verbs beginning with a double Consonant. 

κτάομαι : In an inscription from Mylasa 248 B 11 (360-61 B.c.) 
we find ἐκτῆσθαι 1, the form found Thad I 402 and usually in the 
MSS. of Herodotus, whether a vowel or a consonant precedes. 
κέκτησο VII 29, ἐκτημένος I] 173, 174, VII 27 (after a vowel) 
are to be rejected though occurring in all MSS ὦ. κεκτημένος 
appears in Zeleia 113,,., (shortly after 334 B.c.) but κατέκτηται 
in the same inscription 1. 6 makes for the conclusion that the 
former form is an Attic interloper. In Sim. Am. 13, Bekker 
read ἔκτηται for κέκτηται of the Schol. = 407 who quotes the verse. 
Aischylos has only one case of the Ionic form and that b 
metrical constraint (Prometh. 797). It was preferred by Plato 
when it followed upon a consonant (plup. ἐκεκτήμην). The plu- 
perfect in Hdt. is ἐκτήμην IL 108. κτίζω yields ἔκτισται Hippokr. 
LVeLO4. 

ἐσμυρισμένος Archil. 30 (cf. Hesych. ἐσμυριγμέναι) from σμυρίζω, 
whereas in Hdt. we have μεμυρισμένος from μυρίζω. The lyric 
poets have the ordinary forms in ἐσκιασμένος Sim. Am. 7,,, &e. 


5. Verbs beginning with p. 


There are in Ionic some noteworthy forms of these verbs which 
in Attic refuse to reduplicate. The reduplicated forms in Ionic 


' An. Par. IIT 652) (Attic and Ionic), Gram. Paris. 676=An. Bachm. II 
3659 καθαρῶς ᾿Ιωνική. 
* κεκτῆσθαι is however as old as Hesiod, W.D. 437. 
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represent a newer method of reduplication, since they have fol- 
lowed the analogy of verbs whose initial sound had not originally 
been preceded by a spirant. 

ῥερυπωμένος in Hippokr. IV 374, VIII 140, 236, 368 is the 
same form that oceurs in (59; ῥεραπισμένος is quoted from 
Anakreon (166) by Choirob. 11 555.4, cf. Bekk. An. III 1287 
(where the Pindaric ῥερίφθαι is compared), An. Ox. IV 185y,, 
415,, An. Par. IV 226). ῥερυθμῶσθαι was used, according to 
some, by Demokritos. Cf ῥυθμός Demokr. 205 according to 
Stobaios (§ 358). In Hdt. IV 71 for συνερραμμένην of the editors 
(A ovvepa-), Band Chave συρρερ-. The spiritus asyer in the 
above forms should doubtless be changed to the Zenvs. 

6. Verbs beginning with dA. 


λαμβάνω : Archil. (143) is reported by Lukian (Pseudolog. 1) to 
have said τέττιγα τοῦ πτεροῦ συνείληφας, out of which Bergk made 
the dimeter τέττιγα δ᾽ εἴληφας πτεροῦ. The form is interesting 
because Hdt. has λελάβηκα III 421, IV 79, VIII 122 (and in the 
mouth of an Ionian in Eupolis? according to Meineke II 570), 
λέλαμμαι 117 117, 1X 51. Hippokrates however has εἴληφε VIII 
584, εἰλημμέναι VII 490, ἀπειλημμένος V 616 but on the same 
page ἀπολελαμμένος, and ἀναλελάφθαι 3 IIT 308 (vulgo -λελάμ- 
φθαι). λελήφαται is called Ionic by An. Ox. I 268,,. εἴληφα 
Tonic-Attic, Et. M. 298,,. 

λαγχάνω yields λελόγχασι Hdt. VII 53 (not εἴληχα 4) as in 
Homer. λέγω collect has -λέλεγμαι in Hdt. VIT 26; οἵ, Arrian 
1511:: λέγω say has λέλεγμαι in Hdt. IT 21, &e. 


Personal Endings. 


The following is a summary of the specially noteworthy 
endings of the Later Ionic. See also under the various tenses 
where fuller reference is made to the thematic and modal 
vowels. 


584.| Endings of the Active. 

1. First Person. 

pu: Analogues of the Homeric ἐθέλωμι, ἴδωμι, ἀγάγωμι, &c. do 
not appear in the New Ionic. 


1 According to PRz and Bekk. Anecd.; other MSS. have the pluperfect, 
which Veitch adopts. λελάβηκα in Doric (Archimedes II 290 Heiberg) as well 
as etapa. 

2 Eupolis’ (II 533) ὠνήσατο may occur in an Ionic proverb; οἵ, Hippokr. 
IX 362. 

3 Cf. Archimedes’ λελάφθω. 

* Tonic-Attic, Et. M. 29859. 
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a: The imperfect of εἰμί is ἔα « ja in Homer and Herodotos ; 
of εἶμι, ja, of τίθημι, ἐτίθεα in Hdt. In the aorist we find, 
besides εἶπον, also εἶπα which is rare in Attic. The pluperfect 
has e-a, an ending which shows the aoristic connexion of this 
tense. 


2. Second Person. 


-θα : This original perfect ending occurs in οἶσθα « οἰδ + θα and 
in ἠρήρεισθα (ὃ 619). ἦσθα in Theog. 1314=éas in Hat, is 
strictly a perfect, ἧς an imperfect. The abandonment of the 
perfect of εἰμί brought with it the confusion between -s and -o6a ; 
whence followed the creation of such forms as ἔχεισθα in Theog. 
1316 (MSS. ἔχοισθα) and Sappho, εἴησθα Theog. 715. Cf. 
Homeric τίθησθα from τίθης, εἶσθα, ἐθέλῃσθα, βάλοισθα. 

s has been added in εἴς thow art (Hdt. and Archilochos) to 
εἶ for primitive éo.. In Syrakusan ἐσσί was the regular form, 
which indeed may be read in all passages in Homer except 
p 388. On εἶ in Hdt. see ὃ 705. To οἶσθα, -s was also added, 
thus producing οἶσθας found in Herodas 25; and adopted by 
Zenodotos in his recension of the Homeric text (cf. Hust. 1773.,). 
οἷσθας also appears in comedy, and was ‘ Hellenic’ as well as 
οἷσθα according to Ailios Dionysios. ca-s in the pluperfect 
happens not to occur in Hdt.', but in the plural we find συνῃ- 
δέατε. In the optative aorist Hdt. has -e-1a-s (never -ais)*. In 
the plural of the second aorist we find ο-ιη-τε not -o-1-Te, 6. 7. 
δοίητε in Hdt. VII 135 ; so -aunre not -aute. -οιης except in Hom. 
σχοίης (?), and in Aiolic, occurs only in εὑροίης, Hippokr. I 590, 
where εὕροις is ἃ Ὁ. 2. The pluperfect has -εας, not -εες, as the 
Et. Μ. 386,, states. 

3. Third Person. 

σι «-τι in the singular, Ionic being an assibilating dialect. 
-ovot «τ-οντι, -wot <-wy7t. The sporadic cases of -οισι and -ωισι 
in Chios are due to Aiolic influence. The instances of -ησι in the 
subjunctive are rare in the elegy (Theog. 139). -nov never 
occurs in lambie poetry or in prose, though 4 B C have ἐλαύνηισι 
Hdt. 1188. Theognis has elsewhere -y. On primitive -e in 
the subjunctive, and on -εἰ « -ηι in Kuboian Ionic, see § 230. 
In the perfect we find -ao., except in a few instances where the 
poetical -do. comes to light ($ 595) by imitation of Homer. In 
the pluperfect we find -ee in Hdt. with no case of -εἰ or -ew as in 
Homer and in Attic. The inscriptions have -e. In the plural 
-εσαν in Hdt. with no case of -eucav. The imperative has -τω, -των, 


1 ἐτεθήπεας w 9O is an unmetrical variant for θηήσαο. 
* Cf. ποιήσειας Hippokr. VII 260 in @ against other MSS. 
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and -ντων. ἔστων oceurs on inscriptions, ἔστωσαν is found in 
Hdt. 1147, and -τωσαν in Teos 158,,, 05; og, & late document 
composed under Attic influence. In Attika by 300 8.0. -rwoap 
had almost entirely displaced the older form. 

In the present optative of -ew verbs we find -eoun in Teos 156 
A τὸ and -οιη in line 4, elsewhere τοὶ, as in Hdt., with but few, 
if any, exceptions. Hippokrates has however many well-attested 
mstances of -οιη. In -aw verbs Hdt. prefers the ending -wn 
(and -wev). Both εἴησαν and εἶεν occur, and παρεξίοιεν is found 
in LV 220,,V LI το". 

In the aorist Herodotos adopts -eve (-av twice only: II 100, 
III 156, and these are doubtful), and -eray (-atev only VI 101, 
ὙΠ 152 (2), VIII 35). In inscriptions we find -εἰαν. In the 
second aorist we find δοῖεν in Hdt. The perfect optative has -οι 
not -o.y. In the aorist passive optative we find both -ειησαν 
and -εἰεν. 


585.| Endings of the Middle. 

1. First Person. 

τμεσθα, in Homer, appears once in Theog. 671 (cf. 183, 888, 
983, 1047, 1056, &c. -μεθα), Hrd. 3.1» never in Ionic prose. 

2. Second Person. 

-σαι preceded by the thematic ε, becomes either -εαὶ or -ἢ in 
Tonic. 

-n-oat yields -ηαι and -ἢ in the subjunctive, which also admits 
of -εαι for -ηαι, by retention of the short thematic vowel. 

-a-co becomes -ao; -eco becomes co or ev. 

In the imperative we have -oo, -σθω. 

3. Third Person. The perfect and pluperfect endings are -νται, 
-vto, and -ata, -ato, The terminations -αται, -atro! are not the 
exclusive property of the Ionic race, though retained by Ionic 
and Attic with greater tenacity than by other dialects. Two 
examples of the ancient form in -atrar< ται occur in Doric: 
Kretan κιάται and Herakleian γεγραψάται. 

-aro in the optative for -vro is one of the best attested forms 
of Herodoteian Ionic. This ending is here more ancient than 
-yTo, since it is derived from sy70. 

The terminations -arat, -ato have in Herodotos been trans- 
ferred from their home in the indicative perfect and pluperfect, 
after stems ending in a consonant, to the present and imperfect 
of μι verbs. On δύνα-μαι, ἐπίστα-μαι, whose a apparently passes 
into ε before the endings -araz, -aro, see § 688, 1, note 2. 

(a) Present. προτιθέαται Hdt. I 133 (1V 26 in C), ἀπιστέαται 
II 113, ὑπανιστέαται 11 80, ἐξανιστέαται V 61, dvvéara 11 142, 


1 See Abicht, Philologus XI 275 ff., and § 612. 
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IV 30, ἐπιστέαταιϊ III 2, 103, ΙΝ 174. (For ἐκδιδόαται of Cin 
II 47 read -ovrat.) These forms do not occur in Homer. In 
© verbs these forms are incorrect, 6. 7. dyéara II 47, κηδέαται 
I 209 (both in C). -νταιῖ is preserved in the following forms: 
ἐπίστανται Solon 4,, δύνανται Hippokr. II 290, cf. ἀπόλλυνται 
III 254, V 624 dis, 680 bis, ῥήγνυνται 111 200. 


(0) Imperfect. -ατο, introduced from the pluperfect (cf. -αται 
in the present) in ἐπανιστέατο Hdt. IV 80, édvvéaro VIL 211, 
ἠπιστέατο II 53, where a apparently changes to ε; and also in 
παρετιθέατο 1 119, ἐναπεδεικνύατο IX 58. The -ντὸ form may 
also occur in the imperfect, as witness ἀπεδείκνυντο VII 223, 
IX 4o. 

Improper are all such forms in 9 verbs (1) in imperfects: 
προαιδέατο 1 61 with -earo in all MSS. is nevertheless to be 
rejected?, as are all other such forms no matter how well 
they are supported by MS. evidence: as ἐβουλέατο I 4 (ἐβούλοντο 
Plutarch), ἐναπενιζέατο II 172 (in all MSS.), ἐγινέατο 1 67 (4d 2), 
ameypapearo V 29 (in all MSS.), ὑπεδεκέατο IV 167 ( Faz), 
ἐσινέατο VII 147 (in all MSS.), éunyavearo V 63 (in all MSS.). 
ὁρμέατο I 83 is regarded by Stein as pluperfect*. Bredow’s 
(p. 330) ὡρμέατο is incorrect. (2) Second aorists: ἐγενέατο II 66 
where Stein suggests éyeyevéaro, mepreyeveato I 214 (& -eyevorto), 
ἀπικέατο often, ἐπυθέατο VIL 172 (P Kz). The inscriptions have 
-yto invariably. 

The imperfect of μὲ verbs, where -aro was in place, was the 
source of this error, which seems to have been inserted by 
copyists into no other text than that of Herodotos. The forms 
in -εαται and -earo in the imperfect and aorist of © verbs do not 
occur in the MSS. of the logographers or of Hippokrates®. The 
latter does not adopt, even in μὲ verbs, the ending -aro; ἀπώλ- 
Avvto III 88, ἀνίσταντο II 608. The presence of the above- 
mentioned misshapen formations in the MSS. cannot be laid to 


1 ἐπίστηται ΤΠ 243 (subj.) was read by Zenod. émoréarm. ἐπίσταται is the 
reading of AL. G. Meyer, Gramm. § 485, holds it to be indicative. 
Zenodotos’ reading indicates the prevailing uncertainty as to the place of 
-earat. Zenodotos is also reported to have read πεποιέαται (sing.) in Homer. 

2 Homer has -yra after a and o invariably. 

8 No verb which has the short vowel in the future before sigma, and sigma 
in the perfect middle, has either -ara: in the perfect or -aro in the plu- 
perfect. We must read προαιδέοντο. προαιδέατο would be a strange pluper- 
fect (as Abicht takes it to be). 

* Stein reads ὁρμέατο here, and in every other passage with MS. authority. 

5 The pseudo-lonic movement did not affect in an equal degree all Ionic 
literature. While such forms as masc., neutr. τουτέων, αὐτέων were inserted 
into the texts of Hippokrates and Aretaios, these writers were spared from 
the irregular -earai and -earo. It is also noteworthy that Arrian’s Indiké was 
spared the intrusion of such forms as éyevéaro. 
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the charge of the teachings of the grammarians, who make 
absolutely no mention of their occurrence. 


I. -ayrat for -yra after vowels is supported only by the statement of Hera- 
kleides Milesios (Cohn, p. 77), who cites as used by some Ionians the forms 
πεποιέανται, γεγενέανται. 

2. -arat is not used in the singular despite the statement to the contrary of 
the Et. M. 36749, oleéara, a poor variant in Hdt. I 151, &., κέαται often in 
Lukian’s Syria dea, πεποιέαται Zenodotos in Homer (above p. 480, footnote 1). 

3. -aro in the singular is also incorrect: mapelaro κούρη in Kallimachos 
cited by An. Ox. 13739, Et. M.653. In Hdt. IX 100: ὧς δ᾽ ἄρα παρεσκευάδατο 
τοῖσι Ἕλλησι, Reiske proposed to insert πάντα or to read -αστο. 

4. τδαται for -αται and -daro for -aro are indefensible in κατακεχύδαται Hat. 
II 75 (Per. Rd) and ἐστελα- or ἐσταλά-δατο VII 90 in all MSS. (Dobree 
ἐστάλατο). 


-σθων. In the imperative -σθων is often preceded by ε (present 
and 2nd aor.), never by 0. ο-σθων in early Attic inscriptional 
documents is even more frequent than ἐ-σθων (6. 9. εὑρισκόσθων). 
-σθωσαν in χρήσθωσαν Hippokr. VI 82 is suspicious. 


586.] Endings of the Passive. 

πθησαν, not -θεν, is the form adopted in iambic poetry and 
prose. The 3rd pl. μιάνθην in A 146 is not to be rejected; cf, 
Kretan διελέγην, Delphic ἀπελύθην. 


CONJUGATION. 


Introductory Remarks. 


587.| Many peculiarities of usage of the Ionic verb do not 
affect our estimate of the position of the dialect in respect of 
its interrelation with other idioms. Many details of verbal usage 
and even of formation belong more properly to a history of the 
Greek verb or to treatises dealing specifically with the diction of 
individual authors. Not wishing to trench upon the domain of 
the lexicographer, we have therefore in general excluded from 
the present discussion verbs of regular formation which occur in 
Ionic alone, though many points of interest are thus passed by, 
such as the appearance in Ionic prose of a large number of 
so-called epic and poetic verbs, the affinities of the dialect for 
the active in place of the middle and wice versa. Ionic forms 
not dissimilar to those in vogue in Attic have as a rule not 
been incorporated, chiefly because it may be assumed that the 
Tonic verb is inflected on the same general lines as the Attic 
verb. Sometimes, however, where Ionic and Attic are alike, 

11 


- 
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the forms in question are adduced provided their Aiolic or Doric 
equivalents are differently constructed. Forms of this character 
are treated under the special tenses in which they occur. 
On δύνω, dvvém and similar examples of the co-existence in 
later Ionic of such parallel forms, see under Contract Verbs. 
On μι verbs inflected as w verbs, see § 691 ff. ὦ verbs inflected 
like μὲ verbs, and tenses of ἵστημι, τίθημι etc. other than present, 
imperfect, and second aorist, are mentioned under μὲ verbs. 


588.] Variation between θέλω and ἐθέλω. 


θέλω was regarded as Ionic by the grammarians', and it is the only form 
which appears in the inscriptional monuments of the dialect?: Thasos 
72,4, Halikarn. 238,5) 33, Miletos 100,. θέλω occurs in the iambographs in 
only two passages (Sim. Amorg. 7,,, Hipponax 22 B), and Anakreon employs 
it in catalectic iambic dimeter (92). Solon 37, (trim.) has ἤθελον. In the 
elegists we find θέλω in Phokyl. 12, Solon 27... Homer adopts the fuller form 
with only one or two possible exceptions ὃ, and this, too, is preferred by the 
elegy: Archil. 6,, Tyrt. 12.» Solon 4959 33, (imperfect ; trochaics), in Theognis 
over twenty times, Bergk changing 139 (4 O θέλῃσιν) and 919 (neither A nor 
O has ἐθέλῃ). In 606 we find an imperfect ἔθελον (Stob. ἐθέλουσι). Anakreon 
uses ἐθέλω in choriambies (217, 242). In Pindar, Mommsen (on Ol. II 97) can 
count a few instances of θέλω which he regards, in opposition to Boeckh, as 
certain: ΟἹ, II 97, VIII 85, P. II 69, X 5, Isthm. VI 43, Nem. X 84. It is 
therefore improbable that tragedy, which uses only θέλω in dialogue, should 
have derived this form from Pindar. That its very rarity gave it a certain 
element of distinction adapted for the purpose of the tragic poets, is con- 
firmed by the attitude of comedy towards the word. Here it is only in 
paratragedic passages and in the formulae jy θεὸς θέλῃ, εἰ θεὸς θέλοι that the 
shorter form finds a place. Soin early Attic prose, which follows tragic usage 
to a certain extent. May we see the influence of Gorgias’ theories upon 
Antiphon in his use of θέλω When θέλω became the common form, ἐθέλω 
carried with it the distinction that θέλω had once enjoyed ἡ. It is to be noted 
that θέλω is not, like κεῖνος, made by Aristophanes the mark of the Ἰωνικὸς 
ἀνήρ. 

Out of the confusion in the MSS. of Herodotos, Stein thinks to establish 
the principle that, while in the present both forms were employed, ἐθέλω 
was more common, but that θέλω was regularly used in such collocations 
as μαθοῦσι - - - τὸ θέλει σημαίνειν τὸ τέρας (1 78, cf. IIL 65, IV 131, V 131, V1 37, 
VII 8, 37, τοι), In the imperfect and future ἐθέλω is certainly preferred, 


1 Joh. Gr. 240, Gram. Aug. 668, Birnb. 678,, citing τὸν θέλω--ὺὃν θέλω. 
θέλω was also thought to be Alexandrian. See on κεῖνος, ὃ 564. 

2 On Attie inscriptions ἐθέλω is found until 300 B.c. The shorter form 
appears after 250 B.c. The Κοινή adopted θέλω except in augmented forms. 

* Aristarchos could save ἐθέλω and his theory as to its universal adoption 
by Homer, only by having recourse to an outrageous synizesis A 277. Cf. 
also o 317, and A 554. 

* Cf. Wilamowitz, Herakles II 57. Contemporary preferences from the 
same point of view are discernible in the history of βούλομαι and ἐθέλω (not 
in Pindar). 

Ὁ VII 162 τὸ ἐθέλειν λέγειν, Stein must brand as a spurious addition. He 
has no objection to τὸ δὲ ἔπος τοῦτο ἐθέλει λέγειν 11 13. 
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but in the aorist this is not so certain, At all events it will not do to follow 
Bredow in rooting θέλω out completely. Herakleitos adopts ἐθέλω in 65, 
86, 91, θέλω in 104, Demokritos has only the former form: 53, 54, 109, 
(Demokrates), 144, 188 (θέλει in A), 236. ἐθέλω appears in Littré’s Hippo- 
krates 1 570 (θέλω A), ΤΙ 228 (θέλω 0), 244, 424 (A), ITT 234, 242, VI 46 (θέλω 
A), 50 (θέλω AC), VI 252 twice (θέλω in @ once), VII 530, 542, 562, but in 
498 Littré reads θέλοις (ἐθ- in C), ἤθελεν III go (ἔθελες D). This looks as if 
θέλω had a better claim to a place in the text than that assigned it by Littré, 
and that it was forced out in malice prepense. θέλω is certain in VII 198, VIII 
416. In Aretaios we find ἐθέλω 26 (θέλω GH), 107, 255, 256 twice. 


589.| Variation between γίγνομαι and γίνομαι. 

To § 196 may be added the fact that γίνομαι occurs as early as Pindar. 
γίνομαι of the Common dialect is the prevailing form in Arrian, while Hippo- 
krates1, Aretaios, Lukian’s Syria dea and Astrologia, the Vita Homeri and the 
pseudo-Hippokratie letters have γίγνομαι. Eusebios Myndios accepts now 
γίγνομαι, now γίνομαι. The latter form should be banished from all classic 
Attic writers. 

γείνομαι beget was used in Ionic prose only in γεινάμενος (Hdt.) ; ef. ἐγείνατο 
Sim. Am. 7;7. 


590.| Varia. 

References may here be made to the variation between τρέπω and τράπω 
(§ 128), τέμνω and τάμνω (§ 129), καλινδέομαι, κυλίνδω, and κυλινδέω (§ 132; Hippo- 
krates has κυλίω, as well as κυλινδέω, Aretaios.302 καλινδέομαι), εἵνυμαι (§ 224, 
10), popéw ῥυφέω (§ 154, where Hippokr. II 306, 456, VII 60 might have been 
adduced in support of the former, V 370, 374 of the latter form). σκάλλω is 
Hippokratie IL 426, but for σκήλειε Ψ 191, σκείλειε Should probably be read. 
σκεδάω in Hdt. and Hippokr. is from a different root from σκίδνημι (Hdt., 
Hippokr., Herakleitos, Aretaios). The latter is connected with the root of 
σχίζω". AdCoua occurs frequently in Hippokr. (VI 276, 330, VIII 88, 108, 
242), who also uses λάζυμι (VII 110, VIII 42, 274). The latter is chiefly 
Attic. τετρήνω in τετρήνεται Hippokr. VII 498 is a doubtful form alongside 
of τετραίνω (Hdt., Hipponax, Aretaios). Οἱ and & have τετραίνεται. δίζημαι, 
not the poetic δίζομαι, is the correct form in Hdt., Demokritos and Lukian, 
Syria dea, § 22. 


ACTIVE VOICH, 


591.] 
Indicative Present. 


I. Verbs in -to. It is well-known that the Dorians, notably 
those of Sicily, evinced a fondness for verbs in -a¢w parallel to 
those in -aw, 6.23. σιγάζω, γελάζω, ἀκροάζομαι. Analogous cases 
frem Ionic are rare: ἀκροάζομαι Hippokr. VII 7o (Littré) ; 
πειράζω 114, πειραζόμενος, the vulgate reading Hippokr. VIL 
546 (Littré πειρασαμένων). πειρητίζω is also epic M 257, O 615. 


τ In the treatises of the younger school of Hippokrates, γίνομαι is frequent, 
e.g. IV 120, VII 198, 332, 478, 542, VIII 94, 98, 408; also in I 574. 
2 See Moulton in Class. Rev. IIT 45. | 
iti 
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Verbs in τω are frequent in Ionic. The following are ex- 
amples of such as do not occur in classic Attic prose: ἀγλαΐζω 
Hippokr VIII 368, ἀκουάζω VII 94, ἀλυκτάζω Hdt. IX 70, 
ἀληθίζομαι III 72, ἁρμόζω Hippokr. I 580, II 368, but ἁρμόσσω 
III 5581, ἁρμόζομαι Aretaios 214, ἀτρεμίζω Hdt., Hippokr. (rare 
in Attic) by the side of ἀτρεμέω, ἰακχάζω Hdt. VIII 65, μινυθίζω 
Hippokr. VI 118 (4 -ew) transitive, συρίζω Hippokr. V 378, VII 
190, φώζω VI 566, χατίζω VII 558. 

Herodotos uses σφάζω. σφάττω did not come into use in Attic 
until tr had supplanted oo. 

2. The presence of ἵκω in Ionic prose is open to suspicion. 
It is retained by Littré in Hippokrates IIT 238 (ἥκω MN), 242 
(sic MN), V 224, but in VI 32, where the vulgate has ἀφίκει, 
A has ἀφήκει, H ἐφήκοι. Here Littré reads ἐφήκει. Herodotos 
uses ἥκω only, with which ἵκω is connected in meaning but not 
in etymology*. As regards the objection to ἵκω in Hippokrates 
based upon his adoption of a verb (not employed by Herodotos) 
which is poetical, 1t may be said that in Korinthian we find 
ἵρομες, C. D. I. 3119%, in the Xuthias inscription (Lakonian ?) 
ποθίκες, Cauer 10, B g, and in Delian ἵκον (B. C. H. II 579 ff.). 
ἀφικόμην occurs in many dialects. 

3. χύω for χέω is doubtful in Aretaios 299, where Par. has 
χέον. ἀποχύσαντα from χύνω Hippokr. VIII 200 is not found in 
6 or in C, which have ἀποχέαι. 

For some reason Eust. 154,, (cf 621,5, 718,0) regards as 
Doric δύνω for δύω, and θύνω for θύω. That the Dorians used 
δύνω for δύω not for δύομαι is, we believe, unvouched. So far as 
the form δύνω is concerned, it is frequent in Ionic, rare in Attic, 
prose; and Homer as well as Pindar has θύνω. 

4. Examples of -vc« added to roots ending in a vowel are 
χρηΐσκομαι Hdt., κυΐσκομαι Hdt. (κυΐσκω Hippokr.), ῥυΐσκομαι, 
perhaps, Archil. 142. Hdt. was probably the first to use ἀρέσκω, 
the only old verb in -ecko. 


592. | 
Future. 


1. Liquid Verbs were probably inflected in the dialect of the 
fifth century as follows :— 


fd 7 , a 
μενέω (-ἐω) μενέομεν (-εῦμε») 
μενεῖς μενεῖτε 
μενεῖ μενέουσι (-εῦσι) 


1 Hippokr. has λαπάσσω. 
? The most recent discussion of the relation of the two verbs will be found 
in Johansson’s Beitrige zur gr. Sprachkunde, p. 62 ff. 
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The adoption of the liquid future form in the active does not 
of course necessitate the appearance of the liquid stem in the 
middle forms, Thus Herodotos has κερδανέω, but κερδήσομαι 
(the only future middle form of this verb, and that not found 
in Attic). 

The following examples may serve to illustrate the paradigms 
given above :— 

A. ἐρέω! Hdt. II 38, IV 129, VI 43, ΙΧ 42, Hippokr. II 52, 
58, VII 490, VII 550 (but ἐρῶ VII 530)?, Lukian Syr. dea 27, 
36, cf. ἐρέω Archil. 79,, 89,, Hipponax 21 A, ἐρῶ Theog. 1236 ; 
ὀνομανέω Hdt. IV 47, σημανέω 175, 209, IV 127, VI 39, περανέω 
Hippokr. VII 496, ἀποφανέω VIL 542, 548, VIII 408, τεμέω 1V 
630 (the future of τέμνω is unusual). 

B. In Hat. we usually find -έεις, e.g. ἀπολέεις VIII 60 (ἀπο- 
λεῖς Theog. 36, 245), κερδανέεις I 35, ἀποβαλέεις I 71, διατετρα- 
veets IIL 12. ἐρεῖς occurs in all the MSS. VIII too. 

C. ἐρεῖ Mimn. 7,, Theog. 22, 492, ὀλεῖ Tyrt. 3, ἀπολεῖ Theog. 
1104, ᾽πιαλεῖ is a conjecture of Bergk, Hipponax 21 B, xarav- 
avet Archil. 61 (or -€e.?)?. In the MSS. of Herodotos the open 
forms prevail, e.g. ἀπολέει I 34, διαφθερέει V 51. Hippokrates 
has ἐρέει VII 478, but ὑγιανεῖὶ VI 662 (0), arapet VIII 484. 
In Herakl. 26 Hippolytos has κρινεῖ (Bywater κρινέει), in 
Melissos 10 Simplicius has περανεῖ (Mullach -ée.). From the 
pseudo-Ionists we note ἐκφανέει Lukian, Syr. dea 32, εὐφρανέει 
Astr. 29, προφανέει, ἐρέει Euseb. Mynd. 63. Compare -ιεῖ in 
-(G@ verbs with -ée. in liquid verbs. 

D. ἐρέομεν Hdt. IV 118, μενέομεν IV 119, VII 141, κερδανέο- 
μεν VIII 60. 

ἘΣ, ὑπομενέουσι Hdt. IV 4 (Attic -οῦσι Cd), VII τοι, ἐρέουσι 
Hippokr. VII 440; ἀμυνεῦσι Hdt. IX 6. 

2. Verbs in -ifw. From verbs in -ἰζω of more than two 
syllables we find numerous instances of the forms devoid of the 
sigma, e.g. in Hdt. κατακοντιεῖ TX 17, κομιεῖ IL 121 (y), νομιεῦμεν 
II 17 (not -οῦμεν, the Attic form which Stein has adopted from 
the MSS.); in Hippokr. ἀφανιεῖ VI 360, ἐρεθιεῖ IV 346, παρα- 
καθιεῖ VII 608 (cf. Hdt. IV 190 κατίσουσι), φροντιεῖς Epist. IX 
334 (ppovtitns vulgo). ἐμφανίσει, on an inscription from Priene 
(Brit. Mus. ΠΤ 1, no. 4219)» is Hellenistic. 


The future in -ἰέω has driven out the older form in -fw (cf. δικάω). -éw, 
which was extremely common in liquid verbs, was substituted for the τω 
of -ίω. 


1 Of, Tzetzes Ex. Il. 118. 

2 The unique εἰρήσω may be correct VII 448. x 

3 Cf, Hephaist. p. 88. The active form of this verb does not occur in the 
best Attic prose ; in fact the verb is poetic and Ionic. 
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3. ‘Attic Futures.’ διασκεδᾷς Hdt. Vill 68 (8), ef. σκεδά- 
ceis Theog. 883 ; ἀποδοκιμᾷ I 199 may possibly be present, but 
is probably future; δικᾶν I 97 but δικασόμενοι I 96, as always in 
Attic. δοκιμᾷ, δικᾶν are analogues of ὀλέσ(σ)ω : ὀλέω, ὅς. On 
ἐλᾷς, ἐλῶσι, see under the next section. 

4. Short stem vowels in the Future. In the first of the 
following lists are given only those cases (active and middle) 
from post-Homeric Ionic in which sigma was the final consonant 
of the stem. No verb with a dental stem is here included. In 
the second list are enumerated the analogues of the first class. 
See under the Aorist. 


Sigmatic Stems. ἀρκέω Hippokr. IV 282; θλάω Hippokr. VII 276 (ἐνθλάσσει 
in 6); κορέσω Hat. I 212, 214 (epic κορέω) ; πτύω Hippokr. IX 70, πτύὕσομαι IT 
396, VI 198, VIII 98, 100; σπάω Hat. VII 236, Hippokr. VI 534 (σπάσομαι). 

For φλάσεε the reading adopted in Hippokrates by Kiihn (III 358), we read 
with Littré the present φλᾷ (III 218 L). 


From analogy with the above verbs we find the following with 
short vowel before sigma, where the stem ending was originally 
vocalic. 


Non-Sigmatic Stems, ἐπαινέω Sim. Am. 7415, τήσω Theog. 93, Ὁ. 1. -τεσσ- ; but 
ἤνημαι Hippokr. ΤΙ 334; ἐλαύνω : ἐλάσει Hippokr. VI 342, VII 348, 428, Hdt. 
I 207 (ἐλᾷς, ἐλῶσι), V 52 (διεξελᾷς) ; ἐμέω Hippokr. VII 28, VIII τό (ἐμέσω), 
II 184, VI 42 (ἐμέομαι, cf. duéoua ὅτα.); [εἰρύσει adopted by Ermerins in 
Hippokr. VI 198 (Littré) is not supported by @]. καλέω Hdt. III 74 has 
καλέσειν, Bredow, Veitch, with R, other MSS. -λέειν, which is adopted by 
Stein and Holder. Where the participle occurs after πέμπω it may be 
present (cf. VII 15 and 152). καλῶ in Attic is better than καλέσω, which 
in inscriptions does not appear till the second century. Cf. καλέων δ 532. 
[μάχομαι yields paxhooua Hdt. IV 125, 127 bis, VII 102 (Rv, -εσ- A Β 82), 103 
(A BPCR, -εσ- ἃ 5), 209 bis (-εσ- 2), VIII 26; epic μαχέομαι, and μαχήσομαι as 
Solon 2;, Attic μαχοῦμαι. See on the aorist]; ὄλλυμι Hdt. I 34, VI οἱ bis, 
VIII 60, ΙΧ 18 (6Aéw), VII 209, VIII 57, 69, ΙΧ 42 (ὀλέομαι). ὀλῶ is called 
Ionic in Anecd. Par. IV 67,,; ὄζω Hippokr. VIII 424, 488 (Attic -fow) ; πονέω 
Hippokr. IV 512(?); but πονήσω is certain in I 598, VIII τό, 30, without 
regard to the grammatical distinction that πονέσω expresses bodily pain ; 
φθάνω Hippokr. VII 134 (φθἄσω) may be mentioned on account of epic φθή- 
coma; xaddw Hippokr. II 36, V 436. 

5. Varia. Hdt. and Hippokr. have both σχήσω and étw. The former has 
not yet appeared on any Ionic or Attic inscription. Cf. § 607, 6. ἀνέξων in 
Archil. 82 may be noted as being the only case of this form of ἀνέχω in early 
Greek. For τίσοντες Hdt. III 14 we should write τείσοντες, cf. § 214. Hdt. 
has δόξω, 6. 9. VIII 80, and the poetical δοκήσω only once (IV 74). On δέξω, 
see 8 142. Rare forms are ἁδήσω Hdt. V 39; ἐξαμαρτήσω Hippokr. II 420, 
δι- IX 264 (late); ἀποπατήσω Hippokr. VII 100; Foes and Ermerins read 
ἀπαντήσει for ἀπαντήσῃ of the MSS. IV 264, though usually Hippokr. uses the 
future after ὅκως (ἀπαντήσω is otherwise late) ; κνήσει V 686 is doubtful, but 
eipnow VII 448, probably correct. A future γνώσω may not be defended on 
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the score of the vulgate VIII 416 (read γνώσῃ). θαυμάσω, VII 530, is unusual 
in Attic ; so too the uncompounded χωρήσω in Hdt. and Hippokr. (χωρήσομαι 
is not found in Homer or Ionic prose). On ἐσάσει in Hippokr., see § 593, 2. 


593. | 
First Aorist. 


I. Verbs in -αινω, -atpw. 
Verbs in -atvw form their aorists in -yva. 


Examples are ἔσχνηνα Hdt. III 24, Hippokr. III 316 (-άναι Galen), ἐκέρδηνα 
Hat. VIII 5 (ἐκέρδανεν in R), ἐκοίληνα II 73, to mention only those in which 
Attic regularly adopts -ἄνα from the analogy of the -paww class. σημαίνω 
yields éojunva' in Ionic, and this is the proper form in Attic, though ἐσήμανα 
appears several times in Xenophon. ὑφαίνω yields ὕφηνα, not ὕφανα, Which is 
the reading of Rd in Hdt. 11 122. 

From -1aww we have ἐχλίηνα Hippokr. VII 388, but Attic χλιάνας VII 150, 
éulnva VI 112. From Ac(t)afvw, ἐλείηνα Hippokr. VIII 360, ἐλέηνα Hdt. I 200, 
VIII 142. Verbs in -ραινω. From ξηραίνω we have ἐξήρηνα in Hdt. VII 109 
(-ave Rd), Hippokr. V 476. The -ava forms are, however, more usual: aytn- 
ράνῃ " ᾧ 347 (thus Aristarchos, ἐξαυαίνῃ Aristoph.), é&fpava Hat. II 99 (in all 
MSS.), Hippokr. V 104, τετραίνω yields τετρήνας in Hipponax 56, Aretaios 121 ; 
ῥαίνω, ἔρρηνα in Hippokrates VI 128, III 486. The -ava forms above mentioned, 
so far from representing (as J. Schmidt K. Ζ. XXVII 322 thinks) an original 
-ἄνσα (in contradistinction to -nva from -ἄνσα), are merely Atticisms. -nva is 
original in Ionie and the direct descendant of -ἄνσα in all cases. In later 
times in Attic -ava forced an entrance into verbs which did not have e, 1, or p 
in the stem. This extension of -ἄνα is not so much a Dorism (as Curtius 
suggested), as due to the operations of analogy in Attic itself. The proper 
Ionic form is ἐκάθηρα, which is found in Hdt. I 41, 44, Hippokr. II 644, VI 
212, VII 24, 242, VIII 304. The Attic by-form ἐκάθαρα appears in 4 Β in 
Hat. IV 26, where Καὶ is correct, in Rbdzin I 45, and in Hippoky. IT 418 (in 
all MSS.). The only example on inscriptions of ἃ for ἡ in these aorists is 
ἐκάθαρα C. 1. A. IL 1054, 8 (347 B.c.), Delos B. C. H. V 468 (third century), 
ibid. VI 23, line 185, 24, 1. 194 (second century). Attic inscriptions of 329 8. c. 
have ἐκάθηρα. 


2. Apparent variation between dental and guttural stems. 
As early as Homer? we encounter a confusion in -¢ verbs 
between these two classes of stems, which led to the adoption of 
σ in the future and aorist of such verbs as ἁρπάζω (by analogy 


1 ἐσήμανα, Aldus in Hdt. III 106, R in IV 179. σημήνϊαντι] C. 1. A. 11 
30, 4 (first century 8, 0.) is the only occurrence in Attic inscriptions of the 
aorist. 

2 This is the only case of an aorist in -ἄνα in Homer. There are 69 cases 
of -nva. The Townley scholiast on @ 347 says: θερμήνῃ μέν φησιν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ 
ξηρήνῃ διὰ τὸ κακόφωνον. See Lobeck, Phrynichus, p. 24 ff. 

3 See Cauer in Sprachwissenschaflliche Untersuchungen hervorgegangen aus G. 
Curtius’ Grammatischer Gesellschaft, p. 129 ff. 
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with δικάζω or the like). In the Doric dialects the formations 
from guttural stems (¢.9. καθιξεῖ, συμπαιξοῦνται, ἥρμοξα) gained 
the upper hand and almost entirely displaced those in σ. In post- 
Homeric Ionic there are a few examples of the displacement of 
the dental stems. 

ἁρπάζω yields ἥρπαξα (cf. ἁρπαγή, ἁρπακτήρ) and ἥρπασα in 
Homer. In Hadt. VIII 28, IX 60, we find ἁρπάσομαι, in II 156 
ete., ἥρπασα (in all fourteen times), I 1, 4, VII 191 ἡρπάσθην, 
but ἡρπάχθην in IT go (ἁρπασθείς Rd), VII 169 (ἁρπασθεῖσαν. fh), 
VIII 115 (ἁρπαχθῆναι all MSS.) There can be no doubt that 
the forms with o are to be everywhere adopted. Attic, too, 
uniformly accepted ἁρπάσω, -ομαι, ἥρπασα, ἡρπάσθην. 


In the fourth book of the pseudo-Hippokratic tractate περὶ νούσων, and not 
elsewhere, we meet with the aorist forms ἐσάσειεν VII 550, 552, 554, 556, 
ἐσάσαι 558, and the futures ἐσάσει and ἐσάσειν 568. These, the vulgate, forms 
were generally adopted by Kiihn, and derived by him and Foes from σάσσω. 
See Veitch, p. 582. For the single o an analogy was, or might be, sought in 
πλάσω LV 346, ἔπλασα Sim. Amorg. 7.170 Hdt.II 70; ἐσάσειεν cannot, however, 
come from σάσσω because of the augment ; and if from ἐσσάσσω (which does 
not occur elsewhere), we encounter the difficulty of an ἐσ- put for éoo- in 
literary monuments, examples of which abbreviation we desiderate. The 
forms above mentioned must be separated from σάσσω :—(1) because that 
verb yields ἔσαξα in VIII 440, Hdt. 1194, 111 7, &e. (2) because the meaning 
is inappropriate. Kiihn, to be sure, translates ἐσάσειεν by gravarit, Littré, who 
displaces the vulgate for the strange form ἐσάσσειεν, &c., translates by sentir 
in all passages but one (VII 558 réplétion). 

ἀάσειεν, first suggested (but rejected) by Bredow, was adopted by Ermerins. 
The occurrence of Homeric words in the tractate περὶ νούσων is common 
enough (cf. χατίζω 558, ἐπαυρίσκω 558, ἄκικυς 564), but it is difficult to see how 
ἀάσειεν could have been so corrupted. It is better to read ἐσάσειεν from ἀΐω ; 
ef. ἐσάϊουσι 552 where EK have ἐσαΐσσουσι. In 568 we must accept ἐσαΐει for 
ἐσάσει, ἐσαΐειν for ἐσάσειν. The original present is ἀείω, and ἄϊον is an aorist 
(Schulze K. Z. XXTX 250). Hdt. IX 93 has ἐπῇσε (ἐπῆισε ABC). 

etwvelpwoe the vulgate in Hippokr. V 196, where CD HIK have -ace, should 
be derived from ἐξονειρόω. Littré reads -wte. A guttural stem in the verbs 
in -woow denoting a disease is rare; but Plato has ὀνείρωξις, Aristotle ὀνειρωγ- 
pos. Cf. ἀμβλνώσσω and ἀμβλυωγμός. 

μύζω has in Homer the aorist ἐπέμυξαν A 20=@ 457. In Hippokr. V 206 
the vulgate ἔμυσεν (ἔμυσσεν HI K) has been regarded as a case of the con- 
fusion of a § with a guttural stem. But after ὁκότε εἴη, ἔμυζε is clearly right. 
On the same page, further down, J has ἔμυσσε, DG ἔμυξε, where only the 
imperfect is correct. 

For ἐπύρεσε from mupécow have a fever, which Kiihn adopts, Littré accepts 
ἐπυρέτηνεν V 150, and the imperf. ἐπύρεσσε V 216, 230. o forms in aorist 
active and passive of εἱλίσσω have been discarded by Littré. 

There are not a few cases where later Ionic refuses to permit the substitu- 
tion of ¢, which was adopted by the post-classical (not Doric) language, 6.9. 
στηρίξω, ἐστήριξα, -ἀμην in Hippokr. 

ἁρμόζω has a dental stem, despite ἁρμογή. 
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Conversely we have the guttural where -σ- was in place. 
ἐπίεσα occurs in Hdt. IX 63, Hippokr. III 436, IV 386 ete., but 
in IIT 434 πιέξῃς is the vulgate reading (here C and other MSS. 
have πιέζης, whence Littré πιέζ)ς); πεπίεσμαι Hippokr. II 270, 
V 196, VII 520, but πεπίεγμαι III 432 bis, 436, 450, 560; 
ἐπιέσθην VI 368, Hdt. IV τι (not πιασθέντας), but ἐπιέχθην 
Hippokr. IIT 324, 434, ἕο. Hippokr. used πίεξις for πίεσις III 
434, 560, IV 272. 

Ktesias, Pers. 29, 59 has a form not Ionic in παίξασα. Hat. 
has πέπαισται (cf. Eust. 159445). παιξοῦνται Xenoph. Symp. 9, 2 
is well put into the mouth of a Syrakusan. 

ἐναρίζω forms its future and aorist in Homer in €; and in O. K, 
1733 (ch.) we find ἐπενάριξον. ἠνάρισεν in Anakreon’s (Ὁ) eleg. 
100, as well as Hipponax’ (42) ἀπηναρίσθη and κατηναρισμένας 
in dzas 26 point to a dental stem. ἐναρίζω, like πολεμίζω, is 
made from an o stem, and both have adopted € by analogy to 
στίζω, &e. 


αὐδάζω would seem to have a dental stem properly (ef. αὐδάω) ; yet we find 
nvdatduny Hdt. II 57, V 51, and similar forms elsewhere. The verb seems to 
fall into the class of those in - ζω which express sustained sounds. βάζω speak, 
certainly is derived from the stem βακ-, whence ἐμβιβάξαντες Hipponax 53 
(ἐμβιβάζω). ἀλθέξονται (sic) Aret. 157 is from ἀλθέσσω, ἀλθεσθῆναι Hippokr. IV 
126 from ἄλθομαι. 

νέναγμαι, Hippokr. VII 520, is probably derived from a guttural stem ; cf. 
évata p 122, Hdt. VIL 36. νένασμαι (MSS. Ekkles. 840), if correct, has -cua by 
analogy. Dindorf has νεναγμέναι. omaditas in Hdt. V 25 has the stem 
σπαδικ-. 


3. Short stem vowels before the sigma of the aorist. The 
short vowel is properly in place only in those primitive or de- 
nominative verbs whose stem ended originally in o, and whose 
aorist (and future) oo has, partly even in Homer, suffered 
a reduction to a single o. Thus é¢eca represents ἔζεσ-σα, ἠκεσά- 
env, ἠκεσ-σάμην. This aorist is an inheritance from proethnic 
times, and thus the property of all the dialects. The later 
Tonic like Attic uniformly adopted the forms with a single o, 
which in Homer coexist with those in oo. 

It is a matter of extreme difficulty to decide in all cases 


1 The oo aorist has been compared by Bezzenberger in B, B. III 159 with 
the Skt. aorist in -sisham. The original inflection was in the singular -sesm, 
in the plural -ssyé. Sanskrit (cf. aydsisham) extended the singular forms into 
the plural, while in Greek the plural gained the upper hand over the singular 
forms. See also Fick in G. G. A., 1881, p. 1429, Mahlow K. Z. XXVI 584, 
Schulze K. Z. XXIX 266, and in opposition Brugmann M. U. III 83, who 
assents to the view of Leskien in Curtius’ Studien I1 67. Another view is 
brought forward by Fréhde, B. B. 1X 115. See also Curtius’ Verbum II 394, 
Johansson ἢ. V. G. 207, Solmsen K. Z, XXIX 105. 
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whether or not a stem ended in sigma!. Some of the verbs 
arranged below as non-sigmatic stems are classed by Brugmann, 
Grundr. ΤΙ ὃ 842, with those whose sigmatic ending is beyond 
doubt. Thus ἀλέω, ἐμέω and καλέω are referred (though doubt- 
fully) by Brugmann to the first class ; so too στορέω and εἰρύω. 

By analogy with the verbs with stems in sigma (or in a dental 
mute), σσ(σ) effected an entrance into verbs with vocalic stems ?, 
Thus we have éxdAe-ooa by analogy with ἐτέλεσ-σα, and ἐκάλεσα 
Ξ- ἐτέλεσα, as we have ἐπέεσσι, φερόντεσσι with -εσσι borrowed 
from στήθεσ-σι, ἔπεσ-σι. Such forms as xadé-coat, ὀμό-σσαι 
appear, so far as the literary monuments are concerned, chiefly 
in the Homeric poems and in the literature dependent upon 
Homeric diction. In the dialects they are confined entirely to 
that branch of the Aiolians which settled in Lesbos and the 
adjacent mainland ; though no reason may readily be discovered 
for any such restriction. If it was possible for Aiolic, it was 
possible for all the dialects in a primitive period to have con- 
formed the inflection of καλέω to that of τελέω. 


It has been held by some scholars* that originally all verbs with vocalic 
stems had -σσ, whether the vowel was long or short. This hypothesis would 
lead to the assumption that λῦσαι was formed from *Atcoa by a law opera- 
tive in all the dialects in the earliest period of their existenee, and that 
καλέσσαι became καλέσαι in earlier or later periods of the dialect life of the 
language. That is, that Aiolic and Homeric Greek still represent the 
primitive, the other dialects a later stage of development. Of these con- 
tentions the latter at least may be demonstrated to be erroneous. Dialects 
other than Aiolic, which uniformly retain oo after a short vowel in verbs in 
dental or sigmatie stems, show no trace of σσ in vocalic stems, either in their 
earliest or their latest monuments. Where the preceding vowel was long, 
as in λῦσαι, the non-expulsion of σ is due to the analogy of *éAva-s, *éAvor, ὅζο. 


As in the case of sigmatic, so in that of vocalic stems, the 
later Ionic refuses to adopt the oo of the Homeric dialect. 

In the development of the inflection of vocalic stems on the 
lines of those ending in o, we may observe that the -σσ (c) 
readily found a place in such verbs as had a root or stem of two 
syllables, such as ®Ae-ca. Much more noteworthy are those 
cases in which -eo-, not -ησ-, appears in verbs derived from 
nouns with o stems and those that form some of their tenses by 
the addition of ε to the stem. Many of the latter verbs present 
considerable difficulty, unless we throw them all into the class 


1 Cf. Solmsen, K. Ζ. XXIX go ff. 

? The cause of this transference by analogy has not as yet been satisfactorily 
explained. Betwéen ἐτέλεσ-σα and ἐκάλε-σσα there is not absolute equality ; 
and ἐκάλεσσα, as is shown in the note, is not original. The analogy assumed 
cannot have been effective until ἐτέλεσσα was reduced to ἐτέλεσα. 

° Mahlow, K. Z. XXVI 585, Hoffmann, G. G. A., 1889, p. 880. 
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represented by ὥλεσα ; but in some cases it may easily be shown 
that the -εσ- forms are late, that is, formed on the lines of 
ἐτέλεσα (or in some cases on the analogy of verbs of like func- 
tion) in the post-Homeric, but pre-Herodoteian period. Such 
occurrences as show earlier -yc- for later -eo- are noted in the 
two lists which are given below. Conversely we sometimes find 
in the later dialect the original, in the earlier the later form, e.g. 
Herodoteian ἐστέρησα, Homeric éorépeca. Herodotos does not 
always show short vowel-+o where Homer has short vowel+o 
ΟΥ̓ oo. 

The two lists contain only such examples of aorists (active 
and middle) with a short vowel before σ, as we have observed in 
post-Homeric Ionic literature. As far as was possible, there has 
been included no aorist which may be ascribed to a present, 
actually existing or supposed, in -¢w! or -θω. A 8 stem, too, 
has o, not the epic oo, in the later dialect, ¢. ψ. ἐκόμισαν Hdt. V 
98, ἐκομίσαντο Tasos 105,. 


Sigmatic Stems. ἀκέομαι Hdt, IV 90, Hippokr. IV 368, VI 588; ἀρέσκω Hat. 
1 63 (Homer -σ- and -oo-, Theog. 762 ἀρεσσάμενοι) ; ἀρκέω Hdt. ΤΙ 115; 
γελάω Hdt. VIII 114 (ἐγέλασσε Theog. 9); (ἀμφιλέννυμι Hippokr. VIL 194 ; 
ἔραμαι : Archil. 30 ἠράσσατο (cf. ἠρήσατο Lukian, Syria dea 17, from épdw). Cf. 
§ 372. In Homer we find ἠρασσάμην and ἠρᾶσάμην. ζέω Hdt. 1 59, VII 13, 
Hippokr. VII 158, 354, VIIL 434; ζώννυμι Hippokr. IV 122; κορέννυμι Theog. 
1158, Solon 1373; κεράννυμι Hdt. V 124, VII 151, Hippokr. I 578, VII 348, 422 
(ef. κρήσας VII 254, κέκρημαι I 600, II 270, Hdt. III τού, ἐκρήθην Hippokr. I 616, 
Hdt. IV 152); [to μαίομαι has been referred by some écpacduevos in Hippokr. lV 
198 ; this would if correct be the only occurrence in prose (ef. Hom. ἐσεμάσσατο). 
Since Erotian glossed the word with ἐμβαλών, and Galen has éuBadrduevos, it 
is much more probable that it is derived from ἐσμάσσωβ. Of. VIII 148 where 
the participle occurs a second time]; μύω Hippokr. V 234 (€utoa); ξέω 
Hippokr. VII 276 ; [ποθέω: Hdt. IX 22 ἐπόθεσαν as in Homer O 219, B 375, 
5 748, but III 36 ἐπόθησε and ἐπιποθήσειν V 93, with which cf. ἐπόθησα, ποθήσω 
in Xenophon, &c.; ποθέσομαι, ἐπόθεσα are also Attic. ποθεινός is probably not 
an analogical formation. ἀπόθεστος p 296 is ἀπό-θεστος not ἀ-πόθεστοΞ] ; πτύω 
Hippokr. IV 218, V 406, VI 184, VII 82 (Ὁ); omdw Hdt. III 29, Hippokr. VI 
210, 212. Aretaios 103 has the strange form σπῆσαι ; τελέω Hippokr. III 420 
(the rare middle) ; τρέω Tyrt. 11,4, Hdt. VII 231, a verb not often found in 
early prose ; φλάω Hippokr. III 218, VII 158. 

Non-Sigmatic Stems. aivéw Hdt. I 80, go, V 113, Thasos 72,. The form with 
ἢ is morphologically and chronologically older. #vnoa Homer, Theog. 969 ; 
ἀλέω Hippokr. VI 454, VII 170, 266 (Homer ἄλεσσα) ; aviw: Hdt. I 91 ἤνυσε ; 


1 Curtius was prone to the method of defending the aorists with short 
vowel which referred the forms in question to supposed presents in -¢w. 
Thus, because it was derived from ἕπροκαλέζω, he regarded προκαλέσσατο, 
H 218, as a more archaic form than προκαλίζετο 19. So yeAdow he derived 
from *yeAd(w, ἑλκυσθῆναι from *éAni(w. Apart from these errors, it is, in 
fact, oftentimes difficult to set aside with certainty the reference to a 6 or 
@ stem. 
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ἠνύσατο, Hippokr. IX 420, is now abandoned in Hadt.I 91 ; δαίομαι Hdt. VIIL 
121, II 4, VIL 121; ἐλαύνω Hdt. I 59,177. Sim. Am. 17 has ἠλσάμην which 
Veitch (p. 240, ef. p. 224) puts under the head of ἐλαύνω regarding it as a 
syncopated form. It rather belongs to ἔλσα A413; cf. Ibykos 55; ἑλκύω Hdt. 
I 179, Il 65, VII 167 (not ἑλκῦσαι), Hippokr. VI 46, IV 106; ἐμέω Hdt. 1 133, 
Hippokr. II 696, VII 12, 28, 60, 86, 100, 110, 112, 194, 288, ὅδ. (many cases) ; 
ἐμέσηται II 494, a rare form (ἐμέεται fut., Ermerins with 4 C; ὑπερήμησα occurs 
in VII 10, 30, 32 (rejected by Veitch); εἰρύω Hdt. I 141, II 38, 136, IIL 
30, IV 10, VII 24, VIII 96, IX 96, Hippokr. VI 166, 172, 194, 198, VII 16 
(εἰρύσωσι and ἐρύσωσι on the same page are read by Littré. For the latter 1 
has efptowor), VII 552, VIIL 108. Hdt. IV 8 and Arrian, Ind. 38, have εἰρυ- 
σάμενος. [Leskien, Curtius, and Brugmann regard the stem of éptw as ἐρυσ-}; 
ἱλάσκομαι Hdt. I 67, VILL 112; καλέω Hdt. ΤΙ 107, VI 673 κρεμάννυμι (late) 
Hdt. V 77, [X 120, Hippokr. IV 86 (IV 290 not κρεμάσηται with Galen, but 
κρέμηται). This may be from the stem κρεμασ-. μάχομαι in the future has 
μαχήσομαι in Hdt. The aorist form is, however, ἐμαχεσάμην, 6.0. 1 18, 82 and 
in about ten other passages. διαμαχεσώμεθα IX 48 is the only example of the 
aor. subj. ; μεθύσκω Hdt.1 106; ὄζω Hippokr. VIII 488 (Attic ὥζησα represents 
the original form) ; ὄλλυμι, Hdt. ΤΙ 121 (8) where προσαπολέσῃ, not -έσει, is 
correct, III 36; ὄμνυμι Hdt. 1 165, Zeleia 1131 3 πετάννυμι Hdt. [11 146; πονέω 
Hippokr. V 696 (4 D), VI 146 (-n- in @), 164 (-η- in Ε other hand), 176 (-n- in 
6), 184 (-n- vulgo), but ἐπόνησα IL 322 (-e- vulgo), VI 290; πονήσατο Sim. Am. 
745; ἐπόνησα is morphologically and chronologically (Homer) older than 
ἐπόνεσα ; στορέννυμι (late) Hdt. VIII 99, IX 69; τανύω Hdt. V 25, Hippokr. 
VIII 458 (rare in prose). The present ταννύω cannot be defended (see Veitch). 
φθάνω, cf. § 592, 4; χαλάω Hippokr. V 258, 390. 

4. Varia. On ἔδεξα, see ὃ 142, on ἔτεισα, ὃ 214, where it might have been 
noted that the present in the inscription from Zeleia is ἐκτίνω (11314, 2). 
With this variation between present and aorist, we may compare that in 
Kretan : τίνω, τίνομαι, but τεισεῖ, &e. τεινύτω occurs in B. 0. H.IX 11. The 
Hippokratie διέρσαι is difficult of defence ; see 88 224, 6, and 382. 

Aorists in -a. From καίω we have ἔκαυσα Hdt. VIII 33 (ἐκαυσάμην I 202, 
VIII 19, a form found here only; cf. epic ἐκηάμην), Hippokr. VII 242, 424. 
The epic ἔκηεν in Hippokr. V 216 (vulgo ἔκυεν) is noteworthy, both on account 
of its appearance in prose (in the sense of κατακαίει IIL 258), and because of 
the retention of the η. %ea<ékna occurs in an Attic prose inscription 
(C. 1. A. I 324, AI 43, C II 13) of the year 408 s.c.!; and is the Old Attic 
literary form (tragedy and in a chorus in Aristoph.) ἔκαυσα appears in a 
later Attic inscription, and in Thukydides, Plato, ὅθ. In connexion with 
the use of the first aorist in Ionic literary prose, it may be noted that ἐκάην 
was adopted by Ionic (Hdt. II 107, 180, IV 79, Hippokr. V 214, VI 330, VII 
200), but not by Attic. : 

xéw yields ἔχεα Hdt. VIII 57, Hippokr. VII 422. The epic ἔχευεν appears 
in Archil. 103, (epod.), which Fick wrongly attempted to displace by ἔχευσεν, 
a form that does not occur till the Anthology. ἔχευσα in Homer has long 
been abandoned (cf. v. 1, H 86, Ψ 45): so too ἀποχύσας Hippokr. VIII 200. 
Hat. and Hippokr. have ἐχεάμην, which is a rare form in early prose. Other 
τα aorists are ἤνεικα, On Which see § 608, and εἶπα. 

ἃ should be noted in the following: Attic ἐξεράσῃς Hippokr. VII 96, from 


* ἐγκέ[αντι], not ἐγκήϊαντι], as G. Meyer, Gram. § 527, writes. 
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ἐξεράω pour out. In ἐνήρᾶσα Hdt. II 146, VII 114, γεγήρακε Hrd. 65, we 
observe an ἃ which recurs in γηρᾶσέμεν Sim. Keos 85, (eleg.), for which 
Bergk regarded γηρησέμεν as the proper Ionic form. But pn never appears 
in this verb. May we assume that the Ionic pa is due to the influence of 
ἐγήρᾶ in Hom. and Hdt. VI 72 and the ρᾶ of γῆρας, γηράσκω eyhpa is an 
imperfect in form rather than an aorist (=Skt. ajarit), though γηράω in the 
present is not attested before Xenophon. If an aorist we should expect 
*eyhpn (cf. ἔδρη). We may assume as the present γήρᾶμι (ynpds P 197) which 
in the imperfect (éyfpa) was inflected as a contract-verb. éyhpa became an 
aorist because of the disappearance of γήρᾶμι, and the general use of γηράσκω 
(Hom., Sim. Am. 7,;, Hdt.). In Η 148, P 197, & 67, Hdt. IL 146 éyhpa has 
the aoristic function. We are unable to observe the shade of difference in 
use between ynpaw (yijpas) and γηράσκω (yhpacis) noted by Ammonios. On 
ynpels, see ὃ 636, 2. 

It is generally believed that in παλήσειε VIII 21, Herodotos has preserved 
the only' occurrence of a verb παλέω -- παλαίω. ἐκπαλήσασιν Hippoky. III 552, 
ἐκπαλήσῃ IV 240, which were formerly referred to this present, are, we 
believe, now regarded by most scholars as derived from an ἐκπαλέω « ἐκπαλής, 
which is to be connected with πάλ-λω. If παλήσειε is from παλέω, the latter 
must be held to be an ‘ Ionic’ form, and placed in the same category as δρέω, 
τολμέω, ἕο. But nothing prevents us from deriving παλήσειε from παλάω and 
regarding the latter as the denominative of πάλη. παλαίω is not a denomina- 
tive from πάλη, as Curtius, Verbum I 340, held, because of the retention of 4 
asi before ὦ. Whether Aiolic πάλαιμι (Hdn. II 930;) is anything more than 
the equivalent of maAdw may well be doubted. That this Aiolic form is the 
πάλαιμι Which is set up by some as the original form, which was changed to 
παλαίω from the analogy of ἔκναῖμι, κναίω, is out of the question. The source 
of verbs in -αίω, some of which have parallels in -dw, e.g. xaAalw, σταλαίω, is 
still under dispute. Cf. Johansson, Ὁ. V. G. 176, who maintains that παλαίω 
has followed the lines of development of such primitives as kvalw, ψαίω ; and 
latterly, Solmsen in K. Z. XXIX 98, who thinks παλαίω is from ἔπαλαίσ-ω, 
παλήσειε from παλήω. These two forms are, Solmsen contends, amplifications 
of the root παλ by -αις and -7. 

The first aorist ἀνέγνωσα is found only in Ionic prose, and only in the 
sense persuaded”, e.g. Hdt. I 68, &c., Hippokr. IV 80. The present ἀναγινώσκω 
is also employed as the present of ἀνέγνωσα (cf. Hdt. VII 10 (6) ), but is not, 
like that aorist, confined to Ionic. ἀνεγνωσμένοι ἦσαν, Hdt. VIII 110, occurs 
in the meaning had been persuaded, ἀναγνωσθείς = ἀναπεισθείς, IV 154. 

συνάξαντες Hdt. VII 60, if from ἄγω, is the only example in the Ionic of 
Hat. of the first aorist. The preferable reading is συννάξαντες from συννάσσω. 


1 Hesychios has, looking to the passage in Hdt., παλήσειε" διαφθαρείη ; and 
also ἐπάλλησεν" ἐφθάρη (where ἐπάλησεν is to be read), wemadnnevat’ ἐκπεσεῖν 
(in Photios=ékrlarew τὰ πλοῖα), πεπαλημέναι' βεβλαμμέναι. 

2 Cf. Greg. Kor. § 95. The schol. on Dionys. Thrax in Villoison’s Anecd. 
Graec. II 179 erroneously states that ἀνέγνων means persuaded, in Hdt. I 87, 
where ἀνέγνω is wrongly cited for ἀνέγνωσε. Bast quotes from the Et. Leidens, 
ἀνάγνωσις ... παρὰ δὲ Θουκυδίδῃ ἡ ἀνάπεισις, καὶ ἀναγινώσκειν τὸ ἀναπείθειν (1). 
Suidas’ remark (8. υ. ἀνάγνωσις) : ἀναγινώσκειν παρὰ ῥήτορσιν ἐπὶ τοῦ ἀναπείθειν 
refers to Andokides. M. Schmidt refers the Hesychian gloss ἀναγνῶναι" 
ἀναπεῖσαι to Hippokrates IV 80, where we read ἀναγνῶσαι. Erotian and Galen 
haye ἀναγνῶναι petameioa, petadiddta. Hesychios has also ἀναγινώσκειν" 
πείθειν. 
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Instances of aorists formed from a stem with the increment ε or otherwise 
noteworthy are :--ἐφθίνησα Hippokr. V 468, ἐκέρδησα Hdt. LV 152, καθευδῆσαι 
Hippokr, VII 198, a verb rarely employed in prose, An unusual form in 
early Greek is ἔζησα Hippokr. II 112; ἧσα, Anakr. 148, is rare (Pollux III 98: 
ἥδω ᾿Ιωνικὸν καὶ τὸ foe (vulgo ἣδε) σπάνιον μὲν παρ᾽ ἡμῖν, ᾿Ανακρέων δ᾽ αὐτὸ εἴρηκεν, 
Ἴων καὶ ποιητὴς ἀνήρ). From ἀφάσσω we have ἤφασα (ἄφασον Hdt. IIL 69). 
Littré’s emendation ἀφασσήσῃ, Hippokr. VII 326, would imply a confusion 
with ἀφάω (or a verb ἀφασσάω). 6 has σαφάσση, Vat. ἐσσαφήσση, whence 
Ermerins ἐσαφάσσῃς. 


594.| Second Aorist. 

τάμνω (ὃ 129) yields ἔτεμον in inscriptions, but Herodotos has 
ἔταμον 11 162, ΙΝ 201, VII 132, &e. In III 69 the inserip- 
tional form is well supported. Hippokrates has érapov, e.g. VII 
70,152. ὦφλεε, Hdt. VIII 26 (in fz), is a false form, ap- 
parently due to a confusion between ὀφλεῖν and ὄφλειν which 
was a late present. Cf. Cobet, Var. Lect., 129. évelyee, Hat. 
1118, it is vain to attempt to defend, though found in all MSS. 
Archil. 73 has ἤμβλακον. In Ibykos, Pindar, Simonides of Keos, 
and the tragic poets the form is ἤμπλακον. No present ἀμπλα- 
κίσκω 1s found, but in Doric we have ἀμβλακίσκω. From the 
aorist form as a point of departure, it was sought to extend the 
verb into other tenses, but the attempt was not successful. 
Bloomfield (4. J. P. VI 46) connects ἀμβλακεῖν with Skt. 
mlecchati, and suggests that the π of ἤμπλακον is due to associa- 
tion of the word by popular etymology with πλέκω or πλάζω. 

ἔχαδον, poetic like χανδάνω, occasionally appears in Ionic prose, 
Hdt. has ἔσπον. On ἔπεσον, see § 607. 


595.| Perfect. 

On augment and reduplication, see δ 578ff., 583 ff. 

1. Endings. Gov is the regular termination of the third person 
plural in prose (e.g. Iasos 105,), and poetry, except Xenophanes’ 
πεφήνᾶσιν and μεμαθήκᾶσι ᾿, formations similar to Homeric λελόγ- 
xdor A 304, πεφύκᾶσι ἡ 114, and like forms in Empedokles, 
Antimachos, and in the dialect of Phokis. This -ἄσι is equiva- 
lent to Skt. -d/z of reduplicating verbs, and has been forced into 
the perfect from its old and proper home in the present. 


Assimilation of the perfect to the aorist ending (σ)-αν occurs in παρείληφαν, 
Smyrna, Ditt. Syl. 17135 (246-222 B.c.). The form is late, not specially Ionic. 
In late Lakonian we find διατετέλεκαν (Ditt. Syll. 2555). 


2. The ‘second’ perfect, the older formation which preserves 
unaspirated a final x, y, 7, 8 of the stem, appears in later Ionic 
as in other dialects. 


1 Cited by Hdn. 11 16,,; not in Bergk, 
* Schmidt, K. Ζ. XXVITI 394, cf. Osthoff, M, U. I 100, Monro, H. G. 8 ἢ. 
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Examples of the unaspirated forms are ἔηγα (see § 582), Zopya, tppwya! (not 
in Homer, but in Archil, and Hippokr.), κέκραγα (with non-Ionic ἃ in 
Hippokr. VIII 66), λέληκα Sim. Amorg. 7,;, mémpnya have fared (πέπρηχα have 
done is also Ionic), olka (see ὃ 582), πέφευγα, τέθηπα, τέτηκα, τέτριγα. ἀνέῳγα 
is found only in a letter of Hippokr. (IX 394), where it has the rare active 
sense. 

Other examples of the second perfect worthy of note for various reasons 
are διέφθορα -- am ruined Hippokr. VIII 246, as in Homer, δέδρομα Sim. Amorg. 
7s9, Whereas both Hdt. and Hippokr. have the later « form δεδρόμηκα, λέληθα 
Sim. Amorg. 7, and Hdt., but not in Homer, éafAvéa=epic ea- and εἰλήλουθα, 
πέφηνα (not πέφαγκα) rare in prose, ἄρηρα Hippokr, IX 366; δέδιε Hippokr. 
VIII 36, δεδιέναι V 414, δεδιώς VI 210 (rejected by Littrd). τέτροφα is the 
perfect of τρέφω Hippokr, VI 380. γέγονα, not γεγένημαι (Hippokr. IX 382), 
is Herodoteian. On ἔωθα, εἴωθα, see ὃ 582. The absence of γέγηθα from Ionic 
prose is noteworthy, as this form occurs in the epic, in Attic prose and 
poetry, and in Doric. yéyparda, in a late inscription from Priene (British 
Museum Inscriptions, III, 1, no. 4127) might have been mentioned under § 362. 


3. The “ first,’ or aspirated, perfect is foreign to the epic dialect, 
but appears in the later Ionic. 


Forms worth special notice are d:a- and ἐμπέπλοχε Hippokr. IX 190, and 
ἐμπέπλεχε 192 (ἐμπέπλεκε three MSS.). In the case of the forms with ablaut 
there are variants -mAexe. Hdn. II 356,,=Choirob. 548,5, calls πέπλοχα; &e. 
Attic, while πέπλεχα (-εξα Lentz), πέπεμφα, BéBpexa are referred to the Κοινή. 
The scholiast on H 346 (rerpnxvia) says that τέτρηχα is the result of ‘Ionic 
syncope’ for rerdpaxa. The later Ionic used τετάραγμαι (Hdt., Hippokr.). 


4. Whatever the origin of the «.perfect”, the forms that 
served as models for the ever increasing spread of this formation 
must be sought in those perfects which are derived from stems 
in long vowels. Even in the case of vocalic stems, the only 
stems which in Homer have x in this tense, the epic dialect 
does not invariably adopt the « form. The following were 
inherited by the later dialect from Homer. 


βέβηκα, βέβληκα, βέβρωκα, δεδάηκα, δεδείπνηκα, δέδυκα, ἕστηκα, μέμυκα, πέφυκα, 
ᾧχωκα or οἴχωκα, τέθνηκα, τετύχηκα (certain only in « 88; in P 748 -χηώς 
Herakl. Miles.}. In Homer the κ forms are used in the singular number 
with but rare exceptions. 

The perfect without x, which in the participle of vocalic stems is more 
frequent in Homer than that with x, was regarded by the ancient grammarians 
as a specific mark of the Ionic dialect. Homeric forms are noticed by Theo- 
gnostos in An. Ox. II 151,,; Choirob. 829,, (cf. Hdn. IL 296., ff.); An. Ox. I 
9933, II 3557, Schol. L on E 698, Et. M. 1935, 501,; Et. Gud. 106,,, 1217, 
218,0; Eust. 28233, 4430 (cf. 56%, 59521), 17008 (cf. 171449). The ὦ of τε- 
θνειῶτος was held to be Ionic, Eust. 1336... On πεφυζώς, see ὃ 377, 4, note. 


1 Bekker’s ἔρρηγμαι Hdt. II 12, which suggests the Herakleian éppyya, is 
not to be defended, 

2 Cf. Johansson, Beitréige zur gr. Sprachkunde, for the fullest discussion of the 
subject. 


- 
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From the analogy of the perfects with x preceded by a long 
vowel, were formed those with « after a short vowel, 6... ἀπολώ- 
eka, ἐλήλακα, ἐμήμεκα, verbs whose future and aorist had o pre- 
ceded by a short vowel. In such forms as πέπλῦὔκα, the point of 
departure was the perfect middle. Finally stems ending in 
a dental explosive (κεκόμικα) fell into line. 

In the following note are given forms noteworthy for various 
reasons. 


Hadt. uses a late formation λελάβηκε III 42, 65, &c.,=Attic εἴληφα and 
εἵληφα-«"σέσληφα. With λελάβηκε, cf. λελάβηκας Euseb. Mynd. 51, λάψεται 
Miletos 100,, κατελάφθη Zeleia 113,. Hippokrates III 308 has ἀναλελάφθαι 
according to the MSS. In the middle Hdt. has ἀπολελαμμένοι IX 51. On 
νένωκα Hdt. III 6, from νενόηκα, see § 296. ἄδηκα, Hippon. 100, is the only 
occurrence of this tense-form in literature. δεδοίκωσι is found in Hippokr. 
IV 166, δεδοικώς Hdt. I 107. On πεπλώκαμεν, see ὃ 78, on εἴσχηκα, § 216. In 
Tonic prose we find ἀπείρηκα; -είρημαι, not ἀπηγόρευκα, -ευμαι. τέθνηκα appears 
in composition with a preposition (Hippokrates). γεγήρακα is used by Hrd. 
65, (see ὃ 593, 4). On ὁρώρηκα and ἀκήκουκα in Hrd., see §§ 582, 583, 2. 


596.| Pluperfect. 


The first person ends in -cea! (ἐώθεα, ἤδεα Hadt.), the second 
would end in -eas? in the dialect of the fifth century, we venture 
to believe. kxarewAnpers® Hippokr. 1X 382 contains the later -εις. 
In the third person -ee* makes its appearance in about twenty- 
five verbs in Hdt., whose MSS. reject the form in -ειὅ. 
Examples are ὀπώπεε, ἐτετεύχεε (cf. τετυχήκῃς Hippokr. III 434), 
ἀκηκόεε, ἑστήκεε (-ει Hippokr. V 150). 


In Hdt. VIII 79 for προακήκοε of all MSS. we read -όει (cf. VII 208). 
Occasionally the close association in form between imperfect and pluperfect 
(cf. ἐπενήνοθε, ἐγέγωνε in Homer) caused such readings as ἐλήλυθε VIII 50 
(all MSS. ). 


The termination -ee reappears in Lukian’s Syr. dea ἐγεγόνεε 
4, 25, ἐπεπόνθεε 25, ἐώθεε 35, ἀπολελοίπεεν 26, Huseb. ἀπεστήκεε 
g. Hippokrates differs from Herodotos in that he adopts -ει, 
e.g. ἐμπεφύκει 11 246, ἀφωρμήκει V 122, ἐκεκράγει V 396 (with 


1 Cf. Apollon. Adv, 191, (Schneider), Hdn. II 326,,=Choirob. 6003, (ef. 
56406, 8603), Hdn. IL 835.,=Choirob. 866, ; An. Ox. IV 211,,, An. Par. III 
32023, LV 23229, Et. Mag. 386,;, Et. Gud. 236, Hust. 50.;, 71813, 15804, cf. 
1946); but in 881g, εἰρήκη and εἱστήκη are put down as Ionic. εἱστήκειν 
Hippokr. IX 352, is late. 

* -ees is fabricated from the later -es by Choirob. 6014, (cf. Et. Mag. 386.3), 
who was misled by -ee for -ει. 

* Thus Littré and Ermerins. καταλελαβήκεις, which oceurs in four MSS., 
recalls Hdt. λελαβήκεε 111 42. 

* Cf. Hdn. 11 1939,=Choirob. 560, (cf. 601,,) ; Et. Mag. 386.,. 

5 Homeric -εἰ (ὀδώδει, ὀρώρει) Eust. 1523,,, who is there treating of the 
reduplication. Asios 4 has εἱστήκει. Homeric -ew (ἑστήκειν, βεβλήκει») is 
referred to by Choirob. 560,. 
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Attic a), ἐγεγόνει IX 3821. The single example from the in- 
scriptions? is of too late a date to render certain, what on the 
whole seems probable enough, that in the ordinary, inartistic 
speech of the fifth century -ee had yielded to -ει. 

Plural forms are not at hand in the case of the first person 3. 
συνῃδέατε occurs in Hdt. IX 58. -ecav*, not -εἰσα;, is Ionic. 
Thus Hdt. has ἐώθεσαν, ἐγεγόνεσαν, ἡλώκεσαν, Hippokr. μεμαθή- 
κεσαν : 592, προηριστήκεσαν IT 290, ἐξεπεφύκεσαν V 124 (Littré 
-€loar ). 


597.| Subjunctive. 

Present. -now appears in Theog. 139, ἐθέλῃσιν (Bergk with 
most MSS. -7-, but 4 has -7-), and in ἐλαύνηισι Hdt. 1 188, in 
such excellent MSS. as 4 BC. The form has no justification in 
prose. 

Aorist. ‘Traces in later Ionic of the original identity of 
the aorist subjunctive and the future indicative are given 
in § 239. The proper form of the aorist of rive is ἔτεισα, as is 
evident from ἐκτείσωσι Zeleia 1135, (ef. ὃ 214), dating shortly 
after 334 B.c. An earlier and Attic example of éxrefowou is 
found in C. I. A. II 14, A 8, 13 (before 378 B.c.). Hdt. has 
ἐπιβέωμεν VII 50. 

Perfect. Hippokrates, [IV 166, makes use of the rare form 
δεδοίκωσι. δεδοικώς is rare in prose (Hdt. I 107, Hippokr. II 
76). Other examples of the simple (not periphrastic) form are 
τετυχήκῃς Hippokr. IIT 434, βεβρώκῃ VIII 350, τεθήλῃ VI 654 
(conj.), ἐξεληλύθῃ VII 24, ἐκπεπτώκῃ IV 240, VIII 148. 

ἀνώγωμεν Hrd. 3,, may be noted because this verb is used in 
Tonic prose (Hdt. VIII 104 ἀνώγῃ). Hrd. 7101 has a present 
ἀνώγουσα; cf. ἀνώγει Hdt. VII 104 (ἄνωγε Ὁ). In Hdt. HT 81 
the imperfect ἄνωγε is probably perfect. On ἄνωγε see Mekler 
Beitr. z. Bild. d. gr. Verb. p. 48. Danielsson Nord. tidskr. 7. fitol. 
VII 138, refers ἀνώγω to ἀνάγω. 


598.| Optative. 


1. An occurrence of the rare future optative is ἥξοι Hdt. I 
127 (ἥξει Rd). 
2. The endings.of the first aorist optative are -εἰας, -eve (-au ?)’, 


1 These forms show that ἐλελήθη, the vulgate reading in III 418, is an 
error for -e; cf. V 208. ἐγεγόνει appears in Menekrates, ἐδεδίει Aretaios 81. 

2 ἐπηγοράκει Erythr. 206 A 17. 

3 -equev Choirob. 5649. 

¢ Hdn. II 279,=Choirob. 606,,; An. Ox. IV 19314, An. Par. IV 19,1, Et. 
Mag. 386,43. ᾿ μ : Η 

5. ῥίψαι IL 100 may be read as an infinitive, συμβουλεύσαι 1111 56 is due to 
Stephanus. Both are adopted by Dindorf. ῥίψαι is generally accepted by 
recent editors (Baehr ῥῖψαι). k 

K 
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-evay, and -aev. Hdt. has ποιήσειαν (cf. Teos 156 B 50), ὁρμή- 
σειαν, ete., with -eav as in Homer. This ending is therefore not 
specifically Aiolic (cf. Hdn. II 823;,, &¢.). διαφυλάξαιεν Hdt. 
VI 101, ἀποδέξαιεν VIII 35, συνενείκαιεν VII 152 (the only 
cases of -avev) contain an ending constructed from the model 
-οιεν. 

4. In the second aorist we may note εὑροίης, adopted by Littré 
in Hippokr. I 590. Here there is the v./. εὕροις which is 
adopted VIII 326; cf. Hrd. 6,,. Hdt. uses εἴποι not εἴπαι. 

4. Herodotos does not use the perfect active optative form in 
-ounv. Cf. περιεληλύθοι, βεβρώκοι, πεποιήκοι, ἡλώκοι ; in the 
plural -ovev in πεποιήκοιεν. τεθναίην occurs in) Μπηη. 1,; 
καθεστήκοι in Hippokr. IX 380. Hdt. has both εἰδείησαν and 
εἰδεῖεν, ὃ 702. 


599.| Imperative. 

In Anakr. 75 we find κλῦθι, a form occurring in Homer and 
tragedy ; 770. Hrd.1,,. From εἶπον we have the second aorist 
form εἰπέ Hdt. V 111, προειπέτω Hippokr. IV 376, but κατει- 
πάτω B. P. W. 1889, 1194, 1.7. Hrd. 3,, has εἶπας. A pure 
perfect optative is ξυμμεμυκέτω Hippokr. ΙΧ 54. 


Infinitive. 


Some of the ancients held that the occurrence of -εμεν in Homer was 
warrant of its Ionic character, Cf. An. Ox. I 1319. ἑλκέμεν, 1327 εὑρέμεν. 
So too the Aiolic -μεναὶ is called Ionic (and Doric) in An. Par. III 14513. 
On the occurrences of these two forms in elegiac, not in iambic poetry, 
see § 700. 


600.| Future. 

1. Liquid Verbs. -éey is the usual traditional reading in 
Herodotos and Hippokrates, though contraction had ensued in 
the fifth century. Hdt. has ἀμυνέειν VII 168, αἰσχυνέειν IX 53 
(the active is rare in prose), Hippokr. ἀποφανέειν VII 530, ἐπικρι- 
véew IV 630, 

2. Verbs in -ἰζω. After the close vowel 1, ce are merged into 
ει. καταγιεῖν Hdt. I 86, καταπλουτιεῖν VI 132, ἀτρεμιεῖν VIII 
68 (B)!, θεσπιεῖν VIII 1357, μακαριεῖν IX 93. 

. Verbs in -d¢m. From δικάζω we have the noteworthy 
ἀποδικᾶν Hdt.1 97. In Attic the o was never dropped in this 
verb, and Hdt. has δικασόμενοι 1 g6. The Ionians seem to have 
pursued a different course from the Attics in differentiating the 


1 Here PRhave ἀτρεμιέειν. 
? Stein adopts θεσπιέειν, the reading of R, by a strange inconsequence. 
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active and middle forms. Late writers contract the future 
middle. κατασκευᾶν appears in a late document from Olbia, 
C.1.G. 2058 B 29, 53. Hat. has διασκεδᾶν I 79 (σκεδάζω is late). 


601.| First Aorist. 


Hat. has εἶπαι and εἰπεῖν, the very rare οὖσαι in ἀνοῖσαι I 157, 
a correction of ἀνῶσαι of the MSS. Cf. ἄνοιστος VI 66. In 
Homer we have οἷσον, in Arkadian ἐποίση (subj.). 


602.| Second Aorist. 


The infinitive in -ée.v!, while not unknown to the MSS. of 
the early Ionic prosaists and the pseudo-Ionists, occurs nowhere 
else in the monuments of Greek prose literature. It is certain 
that this form did not first appear in a prose text. Whether 
it came into existence in a pre-Herodoteian period of the history 
of the Homeric text (as seems probable), or whether it must be 
ascribed to a later date, cannot be definitely determined. At all 
events the -ée.y forms in Homer represent a misunderstanding 
of the old -éev. They were foisted upon the epic language by 
false transcription of EEN through the analogy of φιλέειν and 
congeners”. That -έειν was substituted for EMEN, as has often 
been maintained, is not probable. 

No Ionic inscription has any other form than -εἶν. In Theognis 
426 one MS. has ἰδέειν, and in 1190 one (K) has προφυγέειν. 
The genuine forms are amply attested. In the elegiac poets we 
find everywhere else -eiy, and no lambographic poet has -έειν. 
This holds good of some sixteen verbs occurring fifty-one times 
(elegy 43, iambics 8). 

In Herodotos by far the greater number of second aorists end 
in -εἶν. In some cases, however, all the MSS. agree in the 
longer form®. 

That these forms are due to the activity of pseudo-Ionizing 
grammarians and scribes, who held that the language of Hdt. 
was the language of Homer, is clear from the fact that Hdt. is 
never made guilty of an attempt to create an ἐλθέειν, an εἰπέειν, 


1 Et. M. 465,9 (cf. 224,,), Et. Gud. 2703,, An. Ox. I 216, refer ἰδέειν, θανέειν 
to the Ionians. 

2 It is but seldom that any aorist in -έειν is followed in Homer by a word 
beginning with a vowel. This makes against our assuming that -έειν 15. ἃ 
genuine contamination of an aorist -εεν (ε- εν or ε-σεν) and the present -éew 
(ef. Rhodian θέμειν by contamination of -pey and -ειν). 

3 The following are only those verbs in which there is absolute consensus. 
βαλέειν ΤΙ 111, 111 12, 35 (bis), συμ- ΤΙ το, 111 32, 160 (ef. IV 42), ἀπο- III 41 
(ef, VIII 65), ὑὕπερ- VII 168 ; ἑλέειν I 35; ἀποθανέειν I 85, VII 220 ; ἰδέειν V 
243 παθέειν IL 141, VII τι (cf. VI 12, VIL 17); πεσέειν 11 141, III 53, 81, V 
86, συμ- III 120, μετα- V 61; φαγέειν 11 141; ἀποφυγέειν 1 91, δια- I το, 204, 
VIII 88. In other passages the correct forms of each of these verbs occur, 
though not without the v.J. -éew. All of these -ée forms are Homeric, 
though the prepositions do not always agree. 

Kka 
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or an dyayéew, forms which could not find admission into the 
hexameter save by a synizesis which had equalized them with 
the ordinary -εἶν. The occurrence of these (false) Homerisms 
in Hadt. is a signal instance of the effort to render poetical the 
diction of the historian. The ‘sweetness’ of the Ionic dialect 
was due, according to the rhetoricians, to its poetical nature 
(ἡ γὰρ ᾿Ιὰς οὖσα ποιητικὴ φύσει ἐστὶν ἡδεῖα). Herodotos’ ποικιλία 

came his perversion. 

In the editions of other Ionic prosaists there are to be found 
many occurrences of -έειν. The MSS., however, often pronounce 
against their correctness. 


Herakleitos 6 has εἰπεῖν, 114 καταλιπεῖν ; Demokr. 188 λαβεῖν (Stob.), 70 
τυχεῖν (Stob.), but 135 ἅμαρτέειν, 20, κακοπαθέειν (both in Stob.) ; Diogen. 2 
εἰπεῖν. In Hippokrates’ Kwakal προγνώσεις, ἐπιδ. τρίτον there are no traces of 
-éew. In περὶ διαίτης ὀξέων, ΤΙ 224 (cf. 1 620), προκαταμαθεῖν occurs, but in 11 
200 ἀφελέειν is adopted by Littré, and 1624 κακοπαθέειν (-εῖν is however found 
in A in both places) ; in περὶ τῶν ἐν κεφαλῇ τραυμάτων, III 258, 260, ἀφελέειν is 
found without a variant. Elsewhere -εῖν is, we believe, in the genuine works, 
the only form. In the supposititious treatises, as well as in those that are 
genuine, we have often observed -éew in Littré’s text, e.g. IV 184. ἀγαγέειν 
was not foisted upon Hippokrates in IV 142, where yavéew occurs. Aretaios 
has παθέειν 12, θιγέειν 126, ἰδέειν and ἰδεῖν 126, ξυμβαλέειν 241, Lukian’s Syr. 
dea παθέειν 25, Euseb. Mynd. ἀπελθεῖν 1, εὑρεῖν 13, 61, λαβεῖν 51, κατασχεῖν 53. 


603.| Perfect. On the ending -va: in the perfect of θνήσκω, 
see ὃ 700. τεθηλέναι occurs in Arrian, Jd. 40,. 


604.| Participle. 

1. Yuture. In verbs derived from liquid stems, -ew-, -εο- are 
uncontracted, 6... ἐρέων Hdt. VII 49, ἀγγελέοντα IV 14, ἀμυ- 
véovtes IX 60. From -ίζω verbs we have ὀπωριεῦντες IV 172, 
182. οἴσων is found in II gt. 

2. first Aorist. Greg. K. § 72 says that εἴπας, not εἰπών, is 
the Ionic form. In Hdt. I 27 εἰπόντα is, however, correct 
(εἴπαντα 413). εἴπας is very common (also in Euseb. Mynd. 1). 
νήσας, not νηήσας, Hdt. I 50, IL 107 (νηέω is not later Tonio) 
On πρώσας, see § 267, 4. Hippokr. VII 254 has κρήσας (6 
κιρνάς) as ἡ 164 κρῆσαι. Cf. ἐκρήθην. 

3. Second Aorist. ἀποκλάς Anakr. 17 recalls Homeric οὐτά- 
μενος, ynpas, and is formed as if the present were ἀπόκλημι. 

4. Perfect. The grammarians! state that the Ionians had οι, 
not w, in the feminine of the perfect participle. The only 
support for this view to be found in the monuments is the 
reading of 0 in the following participles in Hippokrates: ἐωθοίης 


1 Hdn. 11 3682, =Choirob. 8322; (and =Bekk. An. III-1292,;). 
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VI 200, ἐωθοῖαν 204 (-υι- valgo, -ει- K)}, τετοκοίῃ and τετοκοῖαν 
VIII το, προσπεπτωκοῖαι VIII 312, with which οἵ, ἐκπεπτωκυῖα 
IV 80. Elsewhere we find only the -v- forms, with perhaps 
a variant -ει-, e.g. ἀρηρυῖαι IX 394, ἀρηρυίῃ IX 366 (-ει- v. d.), 
διεφθορυίῃ VIII 246. 

Lobeck? held that the -o.- forms represent merely the con- 
fusion between vi, οἱ, and v that prevailed in later times. This 
is not probable. Perhaps -va was changed to -ova under the 
influence of -ws of the masculine. G. Meyer (Gram. p. 308) 
cites φιάλαι πεπονηκόται from a Delian inscription (B.C. H. VI 
51, 207), where a much more audacious assault has been made 
by the masculine. In Lakonian we find βίδεοι (1.6. Είδεοι) and 
βίδυοι, ἰδυῖοι and ἰδῦοι overseer (mentioned by Brugmann Grundr. 


II p. 412, 4). 


On a late Oropian inscription (Ἔφημ. ἀρχ. 1889, 3 ff.) we meet with διερρω- 
γεῖα, ἀποκαταγεῖαι. The-ea forms occur in inscriptions from Thera(émrereAekeia, 
ἑστακεῖα, συναγαγοχεῖα), from Herakleia (éppnyeia), and from Attika (γεγονεῖα). 
The Oropian forms may therefore be Attic. ἐρρωγεῖα as well as Herakleian 
ἐρρηγεῖα retain the long vowel which is unoriginal in the feminine. We 
expect ἐρρἄγεϊα; cf. Homeric ἀρηρώς, ἀραρυῖα. In Hippokratic dpnpvia the 
masculine form prevailed. The relation of the fem. -εἶα to the ordinary -via 
is to be explained thus: the fem. nom. was -εἴα, the gen. -vas, whence -εἴα, 
-elas and -via, -vias. Of. J. Schmidt, K. Ζ. XXVI 320 ff. 


Later Ionic generally adopts the forms of the first in prefer- 
ence to those of the second perfect. 


βεβρωκώς is the only « participial form in Homer which reappears in later 
Ionic (Hippokr. VI 268). The perfect and pluperfect active and middle of 
βιβρώσκω are well represented in Ionic. The following cases of the « form in 
the post-Homerie dialect may be noticed. Homer has τεθνηώς, -ηῶτος and 
-ηότος (and Theog. 1205), -ηῶτι and -εῶτι; -ηῶτα and -néra, -ηώτων, -ηῶτας and 
-ηότας ; -nuins, ~nviay (not -κυῖαν ὃ 734). In post-Homeric Ionic we find the κ 
form in τεθνηκυῖαν Hippon. 29, cf. τεθνηκώς Theog. 1230. The prose forms in 
use are τεθνεώς Hdt. IX 120 (τεθνεώς Theog. 1192), τεθνεῶτος V 68, τεθνεῶτα 
Hippokr. VIII 146, τεθνεός Hdt. I 112 (-eds in B), Hippokr. V 212, VII 350, 
VIII 220 (-ἰός in @). Cf. ἑστηκυῖα and éoreds, § 701. Homer has Beads, 
-aata, βεβῶσα, and -BeBavia. Hippokr. III 282 has ἐπιβεβῶτα (cf. Attic BeBds), 
διαβεβῶτας IV 184. The « form appears in βεβηκώς Archil. 58, (tetr.), βεβη- 
κότας 563 (tetr.). πεφυῶτας, -vvia in Hom., πεφυκυίῃ Hat. ΤΙ 56, -κυίας Hippokr. 
epist. 16,. Homer has πεπτεῶτας and -εῶτ᾽ from πίπτω. Hekat. 360, Hippokr. 
III 434 have πεπτωκώς ; but in Hippokr. VIII 146 we find in θ and four 
other MSS. πεπτηῶτα (Littré -ηότα) which recalls πεπτηῶτας in Apoll. Rhod. 
TII 321. Is the form with -ηω- due to confusion with πτήσσω Attic has 
both πεπτωκώς and πεπτώς « ἅ-[ώς, as it has τεθνηκώς and τεθνεώς. 


1 In VI 228 6 has ἐωθυιη Ξευίῃ. Γ 
2 Pathol. ΤΙ 25, note 5. Lobeck compares ψοῖαι Pia and τρίττοια -- τριττύα. 


Cf. δοιοῖν Choeph. 944 (11). 


- 
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Middle Voice. 


605.| Indicative Present. 


-εαιἱ « -ε-σαι remains uncontracted in φαίνεαι Archil. epod. 94, , 
χαρίζεαι 75, troch., ἔρχεαι Theog. 1374. In Anakr. 12 B, δινέαι, 
or diveat, has been formed from δινέεαι. Contraction has set 
in in πρρεκπόνῃ (or -éar) Sim. Amorg. 22 and in several forms 
in Anakreon :—émorpépeat 24, πέτεαι 9, βόσκεαι 755, TavTadicn 
78 (if Love is addressed). ἐπίστῃ Theog. 1085 (cf. below) occurs 
at the end of the hexameter. Cf. ἄρχῃ I 102, ἕλκῃ o Io, &e. 
ἐνεύχῃ 64, and βούλει (?) 5, appear in the Herodas papyrus. 


In Homer, whenever -n occurs it is almost always followed by a vowel: 
hence we may read e(a:). Most of the instances of ea: before a consonant 
occur in © and the Odyssey. 


In the Ionic prose of Hdt. -εαι is preserved after a consonant 
and after diphthongs (6. 7. διακελεύεαι 1 45, VIII 80, βούλεαι I 206, 
βουλεύεαι VIL 12, συμ- VII 235). After a vowel we find an 
unwarranted -ear, as in φοβέεαι 1 39 even in good MSS., δέεαι 
VII 161. P sometimes prefers the longer form, where the 
other MSS. adopt the form shortened by hyphaeresis, e.g. προθυ- 
pea I 206, ἐπαινέαι 111 34, εὐφρανέαι IV 9, poBea VII 52, &e. 
R has διαιρέαι VIL 50 where Stein reads -έεαι, as elsewhere. 
Lukian, Syr. dea 18, has λίσσεαι. -εἰ is not Herodoteian, at least 
in the present (see § 607); but βούλει appears in Hippokr. IT 36, 
in Herodas 5,, and Jon ἐπιδ. 1. In Hippokrates at least we 
doubt its correctness. In pseudo-Ionic literature this ending is 
more frequent. Cf. Hippokr. epist. 17,,. The grammarians of 
the Roman period regarded -e. as specifically Attic. 

In verbs whose themes end in -ἃ, Ionic has -ε(σ)αι for -α(σ)αι 
(ὃ 688, 1, note 2). Thus Hdt. has ἐπίστεαι VII 104,135. This 
-eat is contracted in ἐπίστῃ Theog. 1085. In the Doric of Pindar 
we have ἐπίστᾳ from -aca, e.g. Pyth. III 80, but ἐπίστασαι 
VIII 7 as usually in Attic. Aischylos however has ἐπίστᾳ 
as well as ἐπίστασαι. δύναμαι yields δύνασαι in Homer, Pindar, 
and classic Attic prose, but dvva in Attic poetry (see Porson on 
Hek, 253). The Doric form is also δύνᾳ. Ionic would be δύνεαι, 


1 -eat is called Ionic in Hom. κέλεαι :—An. Ox. I 215,54, 242.,;, An. Par. III 


326.,, Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 117,, Et. M. 5025, Et. Gud. 27039, 3133.3 μέμφεαι Ht. Gud. 
38701, An. Ox. I 2705. The ancients thought κέλε(τ)αι yielded κέλεαι. 

4 -eat from -aa is Ionic according to Hdn. II 840,=Choirob. 870, if we 
accept Lentz’ reading. ᾿Ιωνικῶς is wrongly said of δύνααι, ἐπίστααι in Choirob. 
(ef. Hdn. 11 298,, = Choirob. 673; for the Ionic loss of the σ). Cf. also An.-Ox. 


IV 186,,, Eust. 9694. The scholium Hesiod W. Ὁ. quoted by Gaisford p. 266 
is corrupt. 
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a form that has been contracted in δύνῃ, Anakreonteia 29,,. 
δύνασαι Hippokr. IX 342 is Attic. 

Varia. It may be noted, in view of the objections raised to 
the occurrence of καθέζομαι in early authors, that Hippokr. VIII 
392, which is cited by Veitch in support of its early existence, 
is not supported by 0; and in VII 348 for καθεζέσθω, 0 has 
καθίσθω. 

On -αται, -εαται, see § 585. 


606.| Imperfect. 


Hdt. has eo< eco, e.g. ἐνετέλλεο I 117, ἐπηγγέλεο VII 39; 
Lukian /. 4. 5 ἐφαντάζεο. On ἠπιστέατο Hat. Il 53, &e., and 
-ato, -eato generally, see ᾧ 585. Whether ἀπάγχεο, Archil. 67, is 
an imperfect is uncertain. -ev seems not to occur in Hdt. (ἠέξευ 
Kallimachos’ Hymn to Zeus 55). 

We do not recall a case of -w in the second person in the later 
dialect. ἐκρέμωΐ occurs O 21. In Attic we find ἠπίστασο and 
- (the latter in prose). ἠδύνασο occurs Hippokr. IX 344= 
Attic ἐδύνω. 


The non-Attic ἠρχόμην appears in Hippokr. V 426, IX 328 (ancompounded). 
ἀνηρχόμην is found V 402, ὑπεξ- V 414. Hippokr. also used the subjunctive 
VII 598, é& VIII 508, the infinitive VIII 546, IX 418, ἀπ- VIII 42, the 
participle διεξ- II 138 (in a genuine treatise). Cf. Rutherford, New Phrynichus, 
p. 103 ff. 


607.| Future. 

1. First Person Singular. -εῦμαι is the ending in -/¢w verbs : 
ἐναγωνιεῦμαι Hdt. III 83, ὁριεῦμαι Hippokr. VI 4, ΙΧ 264. 

2. The termination of the second person singular. 

(a) -car?. The lyric poets generally preserve the form -εαι. 
Thus in Archil. 79, répwear, Ananios 1, ἀφίξεαι, Theog. 35 
μαθήσεαι and in several other forms (100, 884, 991, 1161 cf. 
Stobaios, 1285, 1299, 1333). Of the prose writers Herodotos 
has ὄψεαι 1155 (and so MSS. Androm. 1225), ἀπαιρήσεαι I 71 
(see § 633), ἀπίξεαι II 29 (a rare future in prose: for Aldus’ ἵξεαι 
in the same chapter, ἥξεις is read), πλεύσεαι II 29, παραμείψεαι 
V 52, λάμψεαι 1 199, and in all other forms. Demokritos 20,, 
has διώσεαι. 

Lukian has ἀπίξεαι Syr. dea 25, μεμνήσεαι 30, ἐνασκήσεαι Κ΄. 4. 
3, εἴσεαι 4, 5, γνώσεαι 4, ματαβήσεαι 5, ὄψεαι 6; Euseb. Mynd. 
has ἔσεαι 63, καταθήσεαι 51, cl. νομισθήσεαι 52, Aret. 30 ὄψεαι. 

In liquid verbs, -έαι not -έεαι is correct, 6... edppavéar Hdt. 


1 Ἤδη. II 317.,=Choirob. 883, (cf. Et. Mag. 324) calls éxpéuw Attic, 
éxpéuao Ionic because of the loss of σ ; cf. An, Ox. 11715, IV 21322, 3791- 

2 -eq1 is called Ionic Et. Mag. 237,,, Et. Gud. 128; (γνώσεαι), Et. Mag. 381 
(ἔσεαι), An. Par. IIL 33554 (ἱλάσσεαι). 
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IV 9 (-εεαι Pz only), ἀποθανέαι IV 163 (-εεαι Pz only), ἀπολαμ- 
πρυνέαι 1 41 (-εεαι no authority). 

(8). -n. Theognis has γνώσῃ 65 and πωτήσῃ 238, in each case 
followed by a consonant. With γνώσῃ, cf. B 367 γνώσεαι δ᾽. 
and 365 γνώσῃ ἔπειθ᾽, Hrd. 2,4 has πλώσῃ, 64 γνώσῃ; 8; κείσῃ. 

χαριῇ should be read in Hdt. I go, κομιῇ in II rar (y); ef. 
VII 49. Dindorf’s -ἰέεαι, Bredow’s and Stein’s -ve? are impos- 
sible : the former because of the mass of vowels (cf. -έαι from -έεαι 
in liquid verbs), the latter because -n. does not become -εἰ in 
Kastern Ionic. Huippokr. has γνώσῃ VII 340. 

(y) When contracted -eac becomes -7 in Ionic. -εἰ is possible 
in Euboian Ionic, but not elsewhere. We have therefore no 
hesitation in branding as spurious ἐξευρήσει Herakl. 7. In 
Hippokr. VIII 342 @ has ὄψη: hence we read ὄψῃ, not ὄψει 
with Littré, as there is no need of assuming a retention of the 
later Attic ὄψει. ὄψει Ὀδυσσεῦ μ᾽ IOI is an error, as it is in 
620, where 4 D have ὄψῃ “ἐν ; in both passages dye may be 
read. -εἰ in Hrd. 1,, 5.5» 791 18 an Atticism. 

3. -εἴται is the correct termination of the third person of 
liquid verbs and those derived from a present in -i¢m. This 
ending is not generally preserved in the MSS., where it has been 
supplanted by -éera. 

(a) -εἴται occurs as follows: ἀνανεμεῖται Hdt. 1 173 (4 B), 
pavetrat I 109 (all MSS., the fut. middle is very rare); σημανεῖ- 
ται Hippokr. 11 228, θανεῖται (not ἀπο-) VIII 70 (C 6), 98, ἀμβλυ- 
νεῖται LV 464, ἀναχανεῖται VIII 498 (for ἀναχάνηται), τεκμαρεῖται 
VI 24; φανεῖται Demokr. 135 (sic Stob.; cf. 6). Solon 4,, 
Theog. 867 have ὀλεῖται. ἀνδραποδιεῖται Hdt. VI 17, καθαρεῖται 
Hippokr. VII 24, 330, 338, 508, διορεῖται TV 102. On πεσεῖται 
Hdt. VII 163 (2; -éera all MSS. in VII 168), V 92 (β, oracle), 
and on προσπεσεῖται Hippokr. VIII 34, see below. 

(8) -€erar is found in ἀποθανέεται Hdt. IV 190, διαφθερέεται 
VIII 108 (note that -φθερήσεται Is not used) ; σημανέεται 
Hippokr. VII 276. 

4. Plural. -εύμεθα in κομιεύμεθα Hdt. VIII 62 (hence νομιοῦ- 
μεν 11 17 15 wrong), ἀμυνεύμεθα VITI 143 (-e0- Abicht), φανεύ- 
μεθα Hippokr. IX 424. χαριεῖσθε Hdt. LV οὗ. φανέονται 
Hdt. LT 35, διαφθερέονται IX 42, ἐξανδραποδιεῦνται VI ο. 


5. Doric Future. Ionic, like Attic of the best period (cf. Rutherford’s 
Phrynichus, p. 91), usually rejects the ‘Doric’ forms. Thus Hdt. has πλεύ- 
σομαι ΤΙ 29, IIL 135, pevtoua I 207, πεύσομαι IX 58, Hippokr. παραπνεύσομαι 


1 Barnes read γνώσεαι εἰ with asyndeton. In N 818 we find ἀρήσῃ Διί, in 
I 102 ἄρχῃ (subj.) at the verse end. These two cases of -ῇ and γνώσεαι above 
are the only oceurrences in the Iliad of the closed forms. -y in the future 
always occurs before vowels, so that we may read -e’, ᾿ 
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VIII 284, ῥεύσομαι VI 440, 442, VII 224, 556, VIII 100, a form found in 
Theog. 448. (In VIII 596 the active ῥεύσει is probably corrupt). In Homer 
we find ἐσσεῖται and πεσέονται, πεσέεσθαι. πεσεῖται occurs in Attic and in 
Hat. VII 168, Hippokr. VIII 34; but ἐσσεῖται is rejected by both Attic and 
Tonic. Wackernagel (K. Z. XXX 313) in setting up a new theory of the genesis 
of these two forms, regards the ‘Doric’ future as alien from Ionic speech. 
It is, however, improbable that ἐσσεῖται should be a contamination of ἔσσεται 
and *e?ra, and that πετέομαι should have passed into πεσέομαι by assibilation 
of + before a vowel not iota. orepnoetra in Olbia, Dittenberger Syll. 35411, 175 
is no doubt a contamination of στερήσεται and στερεῖται, but is a poor support 
for the above explanation of ἐσσεῖται. 

The derivation of recodua from *rerogouar does not carry with it that of 
ἔπεσον from *érercov. An *érerooy would have yielded an *émeccoy, which 
would have been preserved in Homer: but of such a form there is no trace. 
From ἕπετσέομαι the epic forms with oo were necessarily limited; in fact 
Homer has only πεσέονται and πεσέεσθαι where the single ¢ was inevitable. 
We must assume that ἔπεσον was substituted for %reroy, which is attested as 
Doric and Aiolic, at a time when *reooéoua: had given way to πεσέομαι. As 
in Sappho 42 ἐμπεσών has been installed in the place of the earlier and 
genuine 7 form, so in Homer ἔπεσον has usurped the place of the regular 
érerov. Cf. Brugmann, Gram. p. 170. 

The appearance of πιοῦμαι in Hippokr. VII 196 is not more surprising than 
its occurrence in Aristotle. It is a form used by late writers that has crept 
into Xenoph. Symp. 4, 7, but disapproved by Athen. X 446 E, Phryn. p. 91 (R.). 
Homer N 493 and Theognis 962 have πίομαι, Ion 24) mloua. On ἐμπΐομαι 
Theog. 1129 (present), see M. Schmidt, R. M. XXII 186. Pindar, Οἱ. VI 86 
has the present πίομαι < ἔπτιομαι. Cf. τίω, τίω. πίομαι is a subjunctive used 
as a future. 

6. Varia. In Miletos 100,. we find AdWera, whereas Hdt. has χάμψομαι I 
109, IX 108. The former of these forms is built on the model of ἔλαβον (ef. 
θορέομαι ἔθορον, καμέομαι ἔκαμον), the latter on that of λαμβάνω. With χάμψομαι, 
cf. συμπεριενεγχθείς C. I. G. 2058 A 32, 79 B 7o (Olbia), and see § 130. A 
contamination of the Attic λήψομαι (which appears in Hippokr. VII 490, VIII 
16, 34) and λάμψομαι is λήμψομαι C. 1. G. 42445, 424720) 42499» 425315 (Lykia), 
and in the N. T. See §§ 619, 634, 4. Hdt. has Adtoua: VII 144 with the a of 
the present: *Adyfoua: would have been parallel to λάμψομαι. 

ἐξάξονται SaMos 2219-99 recalls ἄξεσθαι Hdt. VII 8. The inscriptions have 
brought us as yet no example of ἦξα or of ἠξάμην. Hippokr. VI 504 has 
παρασχήσονται. ἕξομαι is Homeric but not later Ionic; ef. § 592, 5. On 
μαχήσομαι, see ὃ 592, 4. 


608.| First Aorist. 


I. -ao remains open in the MSS. of Hdt. in ἐξεργάσαο (τό 
times), κατεχρήσαο, ἐμιμήσαο, and in numerous other forms ; in 
only one instance does contraction appear: ἐποιήσω VIII 102. 
The open -ao<-acfo is noteworthy because medial afo became 
ὦ as early as the sixth century! (ὁ 277). Xenoph. 5, has ἤραο, 


1 Homeric -ao is called Ionic in An. Ox. I 211,,, An. Par. III 3045, 3567 
(tyao) ; An. Par. III 1381) 248, (ἐλύσαολ) ; cf. An. Par. IIT 85;,. 
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but Archil. epod. 94, has ἐφράσω (in the seventh century it was 
not permitted to resolve the arsis), and ἐδέξω ror at the end of 
an Archilochium iambicon curtum. Lukian Syr. dea 25 has εἰργά- 
cao, Hippokr. IX 365 ἐμέμψω (epist.). 


2. Relation between the stems ἐνεικ- and éveyx- of the first and second 
aorist. These stems are not etymologically akin, that of the former being 
derived from the preposition ἐν Ἐ εἰκ which is connected with ico or with 
Lith. sékiu, reach with the hand. See ὃ 214, 2. év-eyx is reduplicated (cf. Skt. 
Gndiea). ἐνεικ- was soon regarded as uncompounded, conjoined with éveyk- 
as an aorist of φέρω, and in modern times explained as a development of 
éveyx- (Schmidt, Vocalismus, I 122). In Ionic poetry and prose (with the 
exception of the medical writers) éve:x- gained the upper hand. It appears 
as early as Homer and is found in Pindar, but in the former author the 
second aorist is exceedingly rare, and its forms referred to a present évelxw. 
In Ionic inscriptions we find éy]EIxdyrwy Chios174B 4. ἐνεικ- also appears in 
the Attic stone records after 370 B.c., but disappears after 322 B.c. A peculiar 
form from the weak stem i (ef. tkrap) is the aorist passive ἐ]ξενιχθῆι Keos 
424, for which ἐξενεχθῆι has been substituted by Bechtel on the ground that 
the stone is not perfectly intact. With the Keian form we may compare 
Boiotian ἐνενιχθείει Οὐ. D. I. 488,;), Aiolic ἐσένικαι 304 B 39, ἤνικαν Mytilene, 
Arch, Zeit. 1885, p. 41, and other forms in Kalymna, B. C. H. X 242 (ef. p. 143), 
Troizen, C. D. I. 3364, Epidauros 3339,19- συμπεριενεγχθείς Olbia, C. I. G. 2058, 
A 32, 79, B 70 recalls Delphic -eveyx 67: (see Curtius in Berichte der sichs. Gesell. 
1864, 228), and the presence of the nasal in such forms as λάμψομαι. The 
inscriptional Attic ἤνειγκα, -ον are mixtures of the two forms. Cf. ἠνείγκαντο 
in Hesychios and Boiot. ἤνειγξα Hdn. IL 374, (and εἴνιξαν). In the 
post-Homeric Ionic poetry we observe ἔνεικον Anakr. 62,, ἔνεικαν Tyrt. 4,, 
ἔνεγκε Herodas 717, 54; ἐνεγκεῖν Igg aS usually in Attic, where the first aorist 
ἐνέγκαι ' is rarely employed. Herodotos has ἤνεικε IL 146, IIT 155, -αν III 
30, IX 70, ἐνείκειε VI 61, συνενείκαιεν VII 152, ἐνεῖκαι 1 32, ἐνείκας II 23, LV 64; 
ἠνείκατο V 47, ἠνείκαντο I 57, 11 180, VII 152, ἐνείκωνται IV 67, ἀνενεικάμενος 
1 86, ἐνείκασθαι 11 23, VI 103; ἐξενηνειγμένος VIII 37, IX 72, as if from 
ἐνείκεται Scutum Herc. 440. In the aorist passive Hdt. has ἠνείχθην, a form 
which is not confined to Ionic (Epidaurian ἐξενειχθείς C. D. I. 33395). In 
two cases all the MSS. of Hdt. unite in presenting the form in -εχθείς (VII 
22038232): Hippokrates has only éveyk-, 6.0. ἤνεγκεν IIL 88, V 426, 
ἤνεγκαν 11 606, V 388 (-ov Erm.), ἐνέγκοι IL 294, ἐνέγκοιεν 11 296, -ενέγκαι VI 
210, VII 340, -ενεγκεῖν VY 214, VIII 68, ἐπανενέγκαντες V 588, ἐσενεγκών IL 36; 
ἐνέγκηται 1 592, IV 640, ἐνέγκωνται 1 582, προσενέγκασθαι LV 640, ἐσενεγκάμενος 
IV 640; -ενέχθην V 516, 602, 652, 722, IX 186, 356 epist. Lukian has éveu-, 
Syr. dea 16, 22, 25, 27, 48, 49,58 (AV -εχθέντα), κατηνέχθη Astr. 15, Eusebios 
§ 5 ἐνεχθείη : Euseb. Mynd. κατενεχθέντας 63, διενεχθείς 1; Abydenos 5 évéy- 
κασθαι, Vita Hom. ἐνεγκ- 12, 13, 15, ἀπηνέχθη 34; Aretaios 108, 112 ἠνέχθη, 173 
ξυνήνεγκε. The usage of the medical writers is sharply differentiated from 
that of Hdt. and his imitators. 

3. Varia. ἀγορεύσασθαι Hdt. IX 26 may be noticed because of Cobet’s 
onslaught on this tense in classic authors (Var. Lect. 36ff.). ἐπαύρασθαι 
Hippokr. IV 632, ἐπαυράμεθα IX 424 (epist.) are occurrences of the unusual 


τ Attic inscriptions have only ἐνεγκεῖν. 
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first aorist ; ἀπειπάμην Hdt. I 59, V 56, is not classic Attic. ἐμησάμην Lukian 
Astr. 6, 21 is the only occurrence of this tense in prose, ἐμνησάμην Hdt. VII 
39, Syr. dew 39 is rare in prose. ὑπονησαμένη Hippokr. ΙΧ 192 (ὕπονεμ- MSS.) 
is to be referred to yvéoua (though this verb occurs only once in Attic prose) 
rather than to véw swim or véw heap up. νέμω would scarcely yield (the 
un-Attic) éveunoduny in Ionic. ὥσφραντο Hdt. 1 8o (Stein) where ὥσφροντο 
might be expected. Other forms, such as εἵλατο, διείλαντο are certainly to be 
rejected, and we incline to the view that ὥσφραντο is not genuine, though 
the Ionians not infrequently adopt aorists that were not in good odour in 
Attika. ῥυφήσασθαι Hippokr. V 386 occurs here only (see ὃ 154). Of the 
recent German editors of Herodotos, Abicht alone does not challenge the 
correctness of the derivation from ἄγω of the forms ἐσάξαντο V 34, προεσάξαντο 
I 190, VIII 20. They are to be referred to σάσσω. διαφεύξασθαι appears only 
in Hippokr. 1X 400; ἐφρασάμην and φράζομαι are often found in Ionic, though 
not in Attic, prose. ἐχεάμην Hdt. VII 43 is rare in prose. ὠνησάμενος 
Hippokr. IX 362 recalls the fact that Meineke regarded ὠνήσατο in Eupolis 
II 533, the only occurrence in classic Attic, as savouring of Ionic origin. In 
Attic inscriptions of the Roman period ὠνησάμην is used for ἐπριάμην. 


609.] Second Aorist. 


In the second person we find -eo! and -ev. (1) -eo in Hdt. 
elpeo 1 32, eyeveo I 35, nydyeo IX 111, ἐπίκεο VII 9, &e. (2) 
-ev in ἀπίκευ I 124, εἵλευ III 52, 119, ἐτράπευ VII 39. The 
presence of the latter form makes up for the non-diphthongal 
character of -eo. Attic -ov appears in ἐγένου Theog. 454, 1273, 
ἀντελάβου 1362. In the later parts of Theognis -ov is doubtless 
original. 

On -earo incorrectly transferred to the aorist, see § 585. 


Ionic does not support a second aorist, active or middle, of ἀγγέλλω ; cf. 
Hat. IV 153, 11 142, VII 37. Noteworthy forms in prose are ἄρμενος Hippokr. 
III 420, ὀνῆσθαι IX 392 (ὠνῆσθαι C and Ermerins, the only example of the 
perfect). 


610.| Perfect. 

After stems ending in a vowel the original ending -vra. may 
remain in Ionic; after stems ending in a consonant -vrat becomes 
-arat, with or without aspiration of a preceding tenuis. In 
Homeric and later Ionic the latter ending has been transferred 
in the perfect to stems ending in vowels. -αται has even found 
a lodgment in the present of -μι verbs (ὃ 585, 3) in the later 
dialect ; a noteworthy mark of difference between the older and 
the later language. 

In only one inscription do we find the third plural in a form 
not Attic: εἴρηται (εἰρῆται Ὁ) in Oropos 18,, (between 411-402 
or 387-377 B.c.), a form contracted from εἰρεί « εἰρη) - αται. 
Compare the form in Hippokrates adduced below. γεγέγηνται 


1 ἔπλεο is called Ionic in An. Par. IIT 354.4. 
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occurs twice: Samos 221, (shortly after 322 B.C., an inscription 
strongly marked by Ionic spellings) and Iasos 105, (end of the 
fourth century, with some traces of Attic). 


611 The Lyric Poets like Homer have -vra and -αται, 
which they have transferred to stems ending in a vowel. (1) 
-vrat in the elegy occurs in πάρκεινται Xenoph. 19, ἐπίκεινται 
Theog. 421. (2) -ara in elegiac and iambic poems is found in 
τετράφαται Theog. 42, κείαται Mimn. 11,, κέαται Archil. 169. 
(3) -earat. In Anakreon 81 ἐκκεκωφέαται and in Hipponax 62 
κεκινέαται, the long vowel of the perfect stem has been shortened 
before -arau to ε, and this ε, together with a, forms a single 
syllable. This shortening of the long stem vowel in the lyric 
poets and in prose constitutes a mark of division between the 
older Ionic of Homer and the later language. Homer has 
βεβλήαται, -ατο, κεκλήαταιΐ, πεποτήαται. The beginnings of the 
later usage appear in Homeric ἕαται, aro. 

Now if by the time of Anakreon and Hipponax -n-arat had not 
only become -e-arau but even -εαται (to say nothing of Homer's 
ἕαται), it is impossible to regard as correct the form πεπλήαται 
which is reported as having been used by Sim. Amorg. (31 A). 
The Et. M. 367,,, which quotes the word, takes it to be singular 
number, not only on account of the subject (ξύλα), but also 
because of the confusion in the minds of the grammarians 
between the singular and plural forms in the perfect. See 
ὃ 613, note at end. πεπλήαται has long ago been corrected to 
πεπλέαται, the ἡ of the Et. M. being due to recollection of like 
Homeric forms. Cf. § 281, 3, note. 


612.| In Ionic prose we find -vra: and -αται, not merely after 
consonantal, but also after vocalic stems. 

Herodotos has -αται, e.g. in the following cases :— 

(1) After consonants (usually with aspiration of gutturals? 
and labials, but not of dentals): ἀναμεμίχαται, ἀποδεδέχαται, 
τετράφαται, κεχωρίδαται, dywvidarat, ἐσκευάδαται, epOapara. (2) 
After v: κατακεχύαται (p. 481), ἐνιδρύαται ; cf. εἰρύαται ¢ 265. 
(3) After «<n in verba pura, and, by analogy, in the perfect of 
κεῖμαι : ἡγέαται, οἰκέαται, ἐκτέαται, ὁρμέαται, εἰρέαται, κεκλέαται, 
ἐπικέαται, κατέαται, &e. (οἴ, ἕαται 134). The latter form is in 
reality derived from a consonant stem (ῆἧσ-νται). In ἀναπεπτέα- 
ται a has apparently been dissimilated to e. 


Herodotos has also -yra, e.g. δέδονται VII 134, ἐκδεδωρίευνται VIII 73 in P 
(adopted by Stein ; Dindorf ἐκδεδωρίδαται). 


* These forms, and ἥαται, are adduced by the Gram. Vat. 694, who does not 
mention the -eara: formation. 


2 Except ἀπίκαται (ἀπίκατο) ; see below. 
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In other Ionic prosaists we find -νται very frequently. The 
following cases of -ara: occur. Hekataios μεμετρέαται (§ 613, 2, 
footnote). Demokr. 204 μεμνέαται. Hippokr. διακεκόφαται IIT 
212 (v.l, -μένοι εἰσί), περιβεβλέαται IX 80 (by anacoluthon ; 
Littré would adopt the smgular, with which -eara: was some- 
times confounded by the grammarians), κεκρύφαται VII 382, 
VII 342, τετεχνέαται I 628 (not in A), γεγράφαται VII 178, 
εἰθίδαται 11 298 42s, each time supported by 4, but ill-advisedly 
rejected by Littré who adopted εἰθισμένοι εἰσίν, εἰρέαται II 226 
(εἴρηται A), but εἴρηνται 278 (εἴρηται in H), IX 170. κέονται is 
frequent, e.g., II 18, 22, 24, 48; ἐστεφάνωνται 11 72. Lukian 
has περικέαται Astr, 3 and κέαται often for κεῖται, the subject 
being singular, μεμιμέαται Astr. 6, ἀποδεδάχαται Syr. dea 10, 42, 
Aretaios γεγράφαται 331, &c., Euseb. Mynd. ἐκτέαται 2, 34, 
προκέαται 63, τετιμέαται 59 (rejected by Mullach), ἀπεστερέαται 
conj. 23. 


The only verb in Hdt., compounded of a preposition ending in a vowel and 
a verbal theme beginning in a vowel and ending in a guttural, that admitted 
of -ara in the perfect, is ἀπικνέομαι. The isolated absence of aspiration in 
ἀπίκαται and ἀπίκατο is to be explained as due to the desire to avoid ἀπίχαται, 
amixaro, which had been too different from the aspirated a4p-. In compounds 
the Ionians did not always adopt psilosis. Cf. p. 326 and 88 406, 407. 

In Thukydides especially (but only in the verbs τάσσω, τρέφω, φθείρω) and 
also in Plato (Rep. VII 533 B) and Xenophon (Anab. IV ὃ, 5) we find these 
so-called Ionic forms. That they were not confined to the literary dialect is 
evident from ἀναγεγράφαται (and ἐτετάχατο) upon Attic inscriptions prior to 
410 B.¢., after which date the periphrastic form obtains sole mastery. Thuky- 
dides indeed has both forms, sometimes in close conjunction (διετετάχατο and 
τεταγμένοι ἦσαν in IV 31). In Aiolic and Boiotian also -ara: occurs in the 
perfect. In late non-Ionic authors it appears very rarely, e.g. νενομίδαται Dio 
Cass. 51, 23. 


613.| Testimony of the Grammarians. 


The grammarians quote as Ionic the following forms in (1) 
-αται, (2) -εαται, (3) -narat, and even (4) -eavrat. Most are 
taken from Homer, others do not usually rest upon actual obser- 
vation. Some are mere figments :— 


(1) -αται : ἀγηγέραται Hdn. IT 224, (An. Ox. I 3961), ef. Et. M. 9:5); ἀκηχέ- 
Sarat Hdn. II 284. (Et. M. 48,), An. Ox. 1 74,, Hust. 1570, ; yeypdpara Greg. 
Kor. § 74; δεδέαται Eust. 1837,;; de- and δειδέχαται Hust. 1568,,, Et. M. 
25247) $9907, An. Ox. 1 108, (ef. I 300,,), An. Par. IIT 162,, Hdn. 11 225,= 
An. Ox. I 300.3 ἕαται Hdn. ΤΙ 497,, Et. M. 2051; 308,, Et. Gud. 155;,, Eust. 
23415, 188543, An. Ox. 1 126.4, 1 14296, I 25590, An. Par. IV 1915 (ἔαται) ; ἐδή- 
dara: Hdn. II 299,;=Et. M. 316.5; εἴαται Hdn. IL 497,, Et. Gud. 156,5, Eust. 
188549, 189546, An. Ox. 1 1272, An. Par. IV 19,5; εἰρύαται Hdn. IL 224)5, 5037, 
Et. M. 378,5, An. Ox. I 152.3, 396,;, An. Par. IIT 34209 ; ἐρειρέδαται An. Ox. IT 
19833 (Choirob.) ; ἐρηρέδαται Eust. 1301, 1895443, (An. Ox. I 3965 ᾿Αττικῶς 
because of the augment), Choirob. 698, ; ἐρράδαται Hdn. II 224, (An. Ox. I 


- 
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3965), Et. M. 37714, An. Ox. IV 19723, Choirob. 6985, Eust. 189543; ἐρρύαται 
An. Ox. I 396,53 ἐρύαται Et. M. 378y, An. Par. IV 70 ; Zpxarat Hust. 1301), 
107Ig3; ἐσπάραται Et. M. 9,5, Hust. 234.9; Hust. 13013 ; ἐστάλαται Hdn. II 224, 
(An. Ox. I 396,,), Diakonos on Hsd. Aspis 288, Eust. 13013 ; ἠλεύθαται (!) Greg. 
Kor. ὃ 74; ἠχάδαται Hdn. II 3485. (Et. M. 489), An. Ox. I 742; κέαται Et. M. 
2954, 3085, Bust. 10435, 183715, An. Ox. I 1429, IV 1983, Choirob. 697165 
698.5, Et. Gud. 1555; κείαται Et, Gud. 155,,, An. Ox. 1142, Et. M. 295.» 
308, ; κεκάραται Choirob. 698, ; κεκλίαται Hdn. ΤΙ 2249 (ef. An. Ox. I 39619, 
Et. M. 500,,), Joh. Gr. 242, Meerm. 655, An. Par. IV 709, An. Ox. I 2245; ef. 
226; ; κεκλίναται (Ὁ) Hdn. 11 2249, cf. An. Ox. I 396,3 ; κεχρυσόαται Choirob. 69855, 
-warat (?) An. Ox. IV 197593 λελάχαται Choirob. 6975,, Greg. Kor. § 74 5 λελέ- 
xara Greg. Kor. § 74, Theod. 5712, Hust. 234.3 λελήφαται An. Ox. I 268, ; 
vevéarat Hdn. II 225,=An. Ox. I 300,, Et. M. 590.5 ; γενήφαται Choirob. 69720 3 
vevipara Greg. Kor. § 74, Theod. 5712; vevdarar An. Ox. I 28705; νενύχαται 
Choirob. 6973; 3 πεπείθαται An. Ox. I 396, ; πεφράδαται Eust. 1301,, An. Ox. I 
743, LV 1977, Theod. 5714, Choirob. 69733, Greg. Kor. § 74; τετάχαται Joh. 
Gr. 242, Meerm. 655 ; τετεύχαται An. Ox. I 39531, 41115; τετίλαται Choirob. 
698133 τετράφαται Hdn. 11 223,1 (An. Ox. I 39550), Joh. Gr. 242, Et. M. 366,, 
An. Ox. I 124,;, Meerm. 655; τετύφαται Choirob. 696,,, Theod. 571), Max. 
Plan. in Anecd. Bachm. II 53,, Diakonos on Hsd. Aspis 288, Eust. 23410, 
1301;; ὠνομάδαται Hust. 1301); ὠρέχαται An. Ox. I 451;5, Schol. Ven. A on 
A 26. (2) -εαται : βεβλέαται Hdn. 11 225, (An. Ox. I 288,) ; βεβοέαται Greg. 
Kor. § 74; βεβολέαται An. Ox. IV 19733, Choirob. 6980, ; εἰρέαται Eust. 23415 
(not specifically called Ionic) ; ἐκκεκωφέαται Hdn. II 225,, (An. Ox. I 288,) ; 
κεκινέαται Hdn. II 225,, (An, Ox. I 288,), An. Par. IV 70,; κεκλέαται Eust. 
1805453 μεμετρέαται Hdn. ΤΙ 225,'=An. Ox. I 2875,; μεμνέαται An. Par. IV 
1015; vevoearat Hdn. II 253, (Et. M. 601,,), Choirob. 69714, 698.;, An. Ox. I 
28793, LV 19732, Hust. 188545, 189545; πεποιέαται Hdn. II 224,, (Et. M. 500,3), 
Choirob. 698,,, An. Ox. I 28799,19732, Eust. 1885,3, Greg. Kor. ὃ 74, Theod. 
5773 πεποτέαται Et. M. 6622; ; περιβεβλέαται An. Ox. I 288; ; ὑμνέαται Eust. 
23415. (3) -natar: πεπλήαται Ht. M. 3674) ; memorhara: Et. M. 662,5, An. Ox. 
I 973, Hust. 23415. (4) -eavrar (?): Hyper-lonic πεποιέανται, γεγενέανται are 
quoted from the Ναξιακά of Philetas or Kallinos by Herakleides Milesios 
in Eust. 1885,;.. For Philetas read Philteas. 

The grammarians derived the plural directly from the singular forms. 
To their doubt as to what was the singular, what the plural, may be ascribed 
such forms as κεκλέαται for κέκληται in late Ionic monuments (pseudo-Hippo- 
kratic letters). Perhaps such collocations as ταῦτα... εἰρέαται Hippokr. VIL 
484, and ταῦτα... εἴρηται VII 496, 556, Hrd. 24,, aided the confusion. 


614.| Perfects with o before -μαι, 


In the following are collected from post-Homeric Ionic writers, 
jirst those instances of perfects and pluperfects of verbs whose 


1 μεμετρέαται is here referred to Hekataios, though the passage quoted is 
found in Hdt. IV 86. Evidently two citations have been fused. In Et. 
M. 578, the passage is ascribed to Hipponax, who is quoted in Hdn. as 
having used κεκινέαται. Another instance of confusion between Herodotos 
and Hekataios is Hek. 135, where a citation from Hdt. and from Hek. have 
been fused. Nothing is thereby proved as to the spuriousness of the Periegesis 
of Hekataios. 

2 See Lobeck on Atas 704, Bredow p. 341ff., Solmsen K. Z. XXIX 90 ff. 
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stems ended originally in -s, and in which -σμαι (though itself 
due to analogy) is relatively more primitive than in the verbs 
of the second class. Original -σ-μαι could not remain in the 
dialects : where it is apparently retained it is due to the influence 
of those forms before which the sigma could not disappear (-σται). 
Secondly, those verbs whose stems did not end in a sibilant, but 
which have borrowed -cyat from the first class, Not all the 
examples in these two classes are certain, (1) because of the 
difficulty of determining the etymology, and (2) because of the 
existence of by-forms in -(m or -θω, which might have carried 
sigma into the third person. 

But few examples of -ζω verbs have been admitted, and such 
verbs as πίμπλημι, πίμπρημι have been excluded because of πλήθω, 
πρήθω which are both as early as Homer. Here the θ is adven- 
titious in other stems than the present. It is noteworthy that 
Herodotos and Hippokrates avoid using πέπλησμαι and πέπρησ- 
pat, though both have ἐπλήσθην and ἐπρήσθην. Stems ending 
in dentals are not here enumerated as they are easily recognized, 
6.5. πέπυσμαι With -σμαι borrowed from πέπυσται, dé5acpar from 
/ Sar, not from gac-. Tonic sometimes fails to adopt the adven- 
titious o where Attic has it. Cf. νενημένην χοῖρον Hrd. 4,, with 
Clouds 1203 νενησμένοι (vevac- Ὁ) 


1. Sigmatic Stems. 

Bovéw (cf. διαβύνεται Hdt. II 96), Hdt. VI 125 (pluperf.), Hippokr. VIII 12, 
ἕννυμι Hipponax 3, Hippokr. VII 456. In Homer we find ciua, εἶται, and 
ἕστο. ζέω Hippokr. V 324. ζώννυμι Hdt. ΤΙ 85 (P), VII 69 (in Rz, not adopted 
by Stein). ξέω Hippokr. VII 430. πτίσσω Hippokr. I 600, VI 536, VIII 102, 
σβέννυμι Hippokr. VII 274. τελέω Hdt. VIL 118. χρίω Hippokr. III 430, but 
κέχρῖμαι Hdt. IV 189 (-σμ- A. Eust.), 195. χρῴζω Hippokr. V 390 (or is the 
o due to the dental ?). 

Perhaps the stems of the following verbs once ended in s: οἶμαι : ὠίσμη[ ν] 
Hrd. 8... πρίω Hippokr. III 242. σπάω Hdt. 159, Hippokr. V1 178. φλεύω : 
περιπεφλευσμένους Hdt. V 77. 

2. -σμαι is due to analogy in ἀλέω Hdt. VII 23 ; γιγνώσκω Hdt. VIII 110, 
Hippokr. II 344; [δέω has δέδεμαι, but δεδεσμένος appears in the vulgate of 
Hippokr. IV 220, where Littré with ample MS. support reads ἐπιδεδεμένον ; 
οὗ IV 266, 268, 302]. [ἐλαύνω : ἐλήλασμαι Hippokr. VIII 290, 426 is a form 
neither Attic nor Herodoteian (on ἠλάσθην in Hdt.see under the Aorist passive). 
ἐλήλασμαι does not occur again until Pausanias. The stem may be regarded as 
éAad-; ifsothecisregular}. ἑλκύω Hdt. 1X 98 (éAkvopevos), Hippokr. VIII 484 
(εἱλκυσμένος), V 178 (pluperf.). καύω Hippokr. VII 242, but elsewhere κέκαυται 
Ti 54, V 424, VI 174, 192, 330, 442, VII 242 (and ἐκαύθην, καυθήσομαι). κελεύω 
Hdt. VIII 93 (pluperf.). κλάω Hippokr. III 420. κλείω Hippokr. V 528 has 
κεκλεισμένον (some MSS. -mevov), κεκλήϊμαι is the correct form in Hdt. IL 
121 B (-emu- A BO, -εἰσμ- PRdz), TIT 117 (-εἰμ- C, -ηισμ- P, -ησμ- R), VIL 129 (-e1p- 
C, -nu- A Bd, -nop- Poorr., -nicu- Rqz). The Aorist passive always has σ. 
δύω Hippokr. VIII 372 (ef. ξυστός Hat.) σκεδάω Hat. IV 14, Hippokr. VI 152. 
φλάω Hippokr. III 202, 232. χόω Hdt. II 138, VIII 144; see Schulze K.Z, 
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XXIX 265. χράω Hat. 11 147, 151, III 64, IV 164 (-ημ- CRz), VII 141, 220. 
The variant -ημαι is very frequent. xpdoum has κέχρημαι Hdt. I 42. ψαύω 
Hippokr. VII 556. 

3. Perfects in -σμαι from verbs in -yw; Which have also -μμαι «“-νμαι in 
other dialects. Here too -σμαι is analogical. The aorist passive has -v@ny. 
θηλύνω Hippokr. II 60, VI 202. κοιλαίνω Hippokr. IX 216 (cf. ἐκοιλάνθην 
V 420). λεπτύνω Hippokr. II 26, IV 510, VI 174 (ἐλεπτύνθην TV 548). λυμαίνω 
Hadt. IX 112. ξηραίνω Hippokr. VI 172, 322, 586, 588, Hdt. I 186, VII 109 
(ἐξηράνθην Hdt. 1 75, Hippokr. V 228, VI 174). σημαίνω Hdt. ΤΙ 39. ὑφαίνω 
Hat. III 47 (ὑφάνθην I 203). In connection with these verbs we may notice 
ἀπήμβλυνται Hrd. I 4. 


615.| Varia. 

μέμνεαι and μέμνηαι (ᾧ 442) are called Ionic by Choirob. 673... μέμνῃ O 18 
has been regarded as contracted from péuvea from péuvoua because -nat 
<-nou is usually retained in Homer. But for μέμνῃ we may read μέμνη᾽. 

Hat. has both δέδογμαι and δεκόκημαι, the latter form only once (VII τό y). 
The form κατακεκραμμένον, Hippokr. III 490, has now given way to the 
present -κρεμάμενον. κεκόρημαι; not κεκόρεσμαι, is the Ionic perfect of κορέννυμι. 
In Attic we find the latter form. Peace 1285 is an epic parody. λαμβάνω 
yields λέλαμμαι Hdt. ΤΧ 51, but ἀναλελάφθαι Hippokr. III 308 according to 
the MSS. (the vulgate has here -λάμφθαι). Cf. § 130. The form τεθηλημένος 
Hippokr. VI 654 was displaced by Littré. vévayyo, not νένασμαι, Hippokr. 
VII 520. From $af-1w we have δεδαυμένος Sim. Amorg. 30, the only certain 
occurrence. The perfect of ἁλίζω is also eonfined to Ionic. On ἔκτημαι, see 
§§ 583, 4. 


616.| Pluperfect. 


-ato is the ending in Hdt., though -vro occurs, 6. 7. ἐπέπαυντο 
1 83, κατέστρωντο VIII 53. We find -ato 


(1) after consonants (generally with aspiration): ἐτετάχατο and 
in compounds of τάσσω (διὰ, παρὰ, πρὸς), εἱλίχατο, κατεστράφατο; 
διεφθάρατο, ἐσκευάδατο, ἀπίκατο (without aspiration, ὃ 612, note). 
For ἐσταλάδατο or ἐστελ- VII 89, which was constructed on the 
analogy of ἐληλάδατο, we accept Dobree’s ἐστάλατο. 

(2) after υ: ἱδρύατο. 

(3) after ε, with shortening of ἡ to ε in -ew verbs: ἐκεκοσ- 
μέατο, περιεβεβλέατο, ἐδεδέατο, ὁρμέατο (ποῦ ὡρμέατο), ἐμεμνέατο, 
ἀναραιρέατο, ἐτετιμέατο, πεπειρέατο, κατέατο (cf. ἕατ᾽ H 414, i.e. 
ἧσντο), and by analogy in ἐκέατο ; ἀπεκεκλέατο, or ἀποκεκλέατο, 
in IX 50 has now given way to. ἀπεκεκληίατου It is to be 
noticed that Homer, in contradistinction to Herodotos, always 
uses -vro after ¢ (present and aorist) and either -naro or -nvro in 
the pluperfect. 


The Homeric -naro appears in the MSS. of Hdt. in περιεβεβλήατο VI 24 in 
ABCd, περιεβαλέατο reliqui, whence we restore -εβεβλέατου Here BeBAharo 
= 28 was the cause of the mistake. 

διεφθαρέατο Hdt. VIII go in all MSS. except P, which has -φθειρέατο, should 
be changed to διεφθάρατο (plup.). 
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In other Ionic prosaists these forms are very rare. Eusebios, 
ᾧ 8, has προσεκατέατρ. -vro is adopted, 6... in κατέκειντο Hippokr. 
11 660, ἐγεγένηντο V 184. 


With the occurrence of -arat, -aro in Hdt. and the lyric poets, compare the 
Homeric usage throughout: (1) after consonants and 1 these forms are 
necessary, (2) after v, ἡ, and w they are possible, but (3) not after a, ε2, and o. 
The lyric poets and Hippokrates, if his text has not been Atticized in this 
regard, stand nearer to Homer than to Herodotos in the admission of the 
forms with ν. 

Testimony of the grammarians. The following forms in -aro, -earo, and 
-nato are called Ionic in grammatical treatises :—(1) -ato: dynyéparo Et. M. 
0, An. Ox. I 396; δειδέχατο Hust. 23413, 4300, 782553 ἕατο Hdn. ΤΙ 9219 
(Schol. Ven. A on O Io), An. Ox. I 174, (claro ποιητικώς, ἕατο Ἰακώς as An. 
Par. IV 19,, where the smooth breathing is found), 256, ; εἰλίχατο Eust. 23443; 
éppddaro An. Par. III 261,, ἐσεσάχατο Eust. 234,.; éomdparo Et. M. 927; 
ἐφθίατο An. Ox. I 1245,, An. Par. III 34315, τετεύχατο An. Ox.1 411):, τετύφατο 
Theod. 58,,, Choirob. 6972, 7011:0.- (2) -eato: ἀκαχέατο Et. M. 46,,, cf. An. Ox. 
1975; deduéaro Et. M. 252,5, Et. Gud. 135.3 εἰλίχατο Hust. 2341) ; ἐκτέατο Hust. 
23417; ξυνεδεδέατο Et. M. 25244, Et. Gud. 416,,, cf. 1603. (3) -nato: δεδμήατο 
Et. M. 252;,, Et. Gud. 135;, An. Ox. I 963;, 11232 (cf. Schol. Ven. A. on Τ' 183, 
I 3); ἐβεβολήατο Et. M. 193,,, An. Par. III 471.) βεβολήατο An. Ox. I 94:2; 
Cf. 96.7. 

617.] Varia. 

ἠρήρεισθαι Archil. ep. 94, is the MS. reading of the second 
person, which we adopt with the change to -θα, the original 
perfect ending. We should expect either ἠρηρέασθα or at least 
ἠρήρησθα (cf. ἤδησθα τ 93 and in the drama) which Bergk 
accepts. If the εἰ be correct, it is due to the desire to bring 
the form into line with ἠρήρειστος A direct interchange of εἰ 
and ἡ is out of the question. 

On ἔωρτο see § 289, 1; on ἐνένωτο § 296. 


Subjunctive. 


618.| Present. 


1. From Herodotos we are able to discover traces of a double 
inflection of δύναμαι. 

a) Forms similar to those of the Q conjugation : δύν-η-ται 
VI 125 (cf. κρέμηται Hippokr. IV 290), δυν-ώ-μεθα VII 143, 
δύν-ω-νται IX 11 as Samos 221,, (cf. κέρωνται A260). In δύν- 


1 When -ara would follow a in Herodotos, we have ε-αται. 
2 With the apparent exceptions garam, éaro. Homer has even ἧντο as well 
as favo. The former is due to the analogy of ἥμεθα, &e. << ἥσμεθα. 


Tel 
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η-ταῖι the long modal vowel of the subjunctive, instead of appear- 
ing after the final vowel of the stem (δύνᾶ-ται 'Thasos 72;), actually 
takes its place. δύνηται (cf. ἐπί-στ-η-ται from ἐπί-στᾶ-ται, and 
Skt. da-dh-d-tai from indic. dé-dhd-ti) is constructed as if the 
present were δύνομαι, a form which, we may incidentally remark, 
chances to have been used in a very late period of the language 
(Papyr. du Lowvre 4010» 161 8.0.) and in Modern Greek. With 
δυνώμεθα cf. μαρνώμεσθα in Hesiod, μαρνοίμεθα in the Odyssey. 
A different formation is represented by Kretan δυνάμαιΐ and the 
Hipponaktian ῥήγνῦται 19, (cf. pyyvivrar Hesiod, ζώννῦνται 
Homer). Here a subj. like Messenian προτίθηντι seems to have 
been the model, or we have a very old formation by vowel 
lengthening in the subjunctive, 


If Kretan δυνάμαι represents the primitive type of this inflection, the Ionic 
form would have been δύνημαι, which became δύνωμαι through influence of 
λύηται, λύωμαι. This may be possible, even though dvvaua does not contain 
a pre-Hellenic contraction of a+ 0, as Osthoff held, Μ΄ Ὁ. 11 116. ῥήγνῦται is 
certainly an analogical formation. 


(ὁ) δύναμαι actually passes into the Q inflection in δυνεώμεθα 
Hat. IV 97 (A BC, δυνώμεθα ΠῚ, δυνέωνται VII 163 (1), which 
forms are not mere blunders made through recollection of 
dvvéarar*. Cf. Thessalian δυνάεται or δυνάηται (as Delphic 
πριάηται) B. B. XIV 301. So too in the case of ἐπίσταμαι : for 
ἐπίστωνται we have ἐπιστέωνται III 134 and in the decree in 
Demosth. De Corona § gt. δυνέωνται has another parallel in 
βουλέωνται Teos (Mitth. XVI 292, 1. 19), βούλομαι and δύναμαι 
going hand in hand in post-Homeric, Cf. βουλήσομαι, δυνήσομαι, 
ἐβουλήθην, ἐδυνήθην. The ew of δυνέωνται is perhaps reduced 
from no as that in θέωσι, ἀπιέωσι, ἐπιβέωμεν in Hdt. (Cf. μεμνεώ- 
μεθα, § 620.) 


δύνωμαι With this accent is well attested (Herodian II 55, : on Z 229 δύνηαι) 
but δυνῶμαι, as if the result of a contraction of δυνέωμαι, found a defender in 
Tyrannio, who accented the Homeric form δυνῆαι. Hdt. has δύνῃ. 

In Π 243 is émordera (cf. δυνάεται) correct? The editors adopt ἐπίστηται 
(CDG AH), which is rightly taken to be subjunctive. Zenodotos’ émordéara 
may point to a confusion with the singular (cf. §§ 611, 613) of the indicative, 
which Meyer, § 485, thinks is the proper mood; but, as Leaf has suggested, 
ἐπιστέαται and ἐπίσταται (A L) hint that the original reading was ἐπιστάεται. 


2. τῇ is the termination in the second person of the subjunctive 
present and aorist in the prose documents. βούλῃ Thasos 68, as 
in Hippokr. VII 120 and Hdt., who has also πείθῃ, δύνῃ, συνέχῃ 


? Subj. δύνανται Hdt. ΤΧ τι in one MS., VIT 163 in Aldus are mere errors. 


2 μενέωσι Hdt. IV 97 in R (Aret. 251) is an example of the ‘ pleonastic’ ew 
which was regarded as a mint-mark of Ionic. 
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(thus, and not -εαι V 23 with C Pdr, or -na? with Aldus). 
Herodas 63, has πεύθῃ. πείνηαι occurs in Theog. 929 at the 
verse end. βιήσεαι Theog. 1307, πείσεαι Solon 20, are probably 
imitations of the epic usage, though in the fifth century -εἰ was 
still used for -n. in the aorist subjunctive active (δ 239). 


619.| Aorist. 


Mimn. 3 in παραμείψεται retains the short modal vowel (cf. 
§ 239). ποιήσωμαι, Hipponax 43, is a post-Homeric form. 
Homer has no instance of -σωμαι. 

παραλήψηται Hippokr. VI 326 is a conjecture merely, and 
ἐλαμψάμην finds no support in Hdt. δυνήσωνται Sim. Amorg. 
1:7 is a rare form and perhaps incorrect, as is ὑπελεύσηται 
Hippokr. IT 494 (-ελεύσεται). For δήξηται Hippokr. VII 330, 
336, 6 has δήξεται. ξυμβήσηται Hippokr. IX 28 is an interest- 
ing form. διαμαχεσώμεθα Hdt. IX 48 (-σόμεθα Kz) is the only 
example of this aorist subjunctive in early Greek. 


620.| Perfect. 


μεμνεώμεθα has the support of all the MSS. in Hdt. VII 47, 
where μεμνώμεθα of Aldus and Eust. 767,,, who quotes the 
passage, is adopted by recent editors. But -εώμεθα is not an 
impossible form in Hdt. μεμνῶμαι, μεμνῆται, κεκτῆται, κεκτῆσθε in 
Attic point to contraction, and -εώμεθα may represent -ηώμεθα 
or -ηόμεθα. That Homer has μεμνώμεθα € 168 renders, it is 
true, the appearance of the earlier form in Hdt. somewhat sur- 
prising ; unless we assume that the epic form is derived from 
μέμνομαι. μέμνομαι has indeed been conjectured by Scaliger in 
Archil. 9,, but is not certainly attested before Xenophon, who 
has μέμνοιο, Anab. 1 7, 5 (MSS.). But as Homer has μεμνέῳτο 
Ψ 3612, we hold it preferable to adopt μεμνεώμεθα in € 168, ‘and 
to reject Abicht’s derivation of the Herodoteian form from 
μέμνομαι. See δὲ 615, 626. Cf. also χρεώμενος Ψ 834 from 
χρηόμενος. In Hdt. I 96 C Pz have μνεώμενος for μνώμενος of 
the other MSS. and the editors. 

Hippokr. VI 212 has both βέβρωται and βεβρωμένος ἢ (cf. 
ξυγκεκαυμένη ἢ VII 242), VII 24 ἥλκωται (ἑλκ- HLS K), ἡλκω- 
μένον ἢ VIII 262. προσαρήρεται is called Ionic for -nra by 
Tzetzes on Hesiod, W. D. 429 (431). Cf. Hust. 1869,,. It is 
the only example of the short modal vowel in the perfect. Vat. 
2 has προσαρήσεται as a correction of -αρήρηται. 


1 -nat is called Ionic because it is Homeric: An. Ox. I 21514, 296, An. 
Par. III 3154, 3415. ἴδηαι is found in all MSS. but one in Hat. IV 9. 
2 μεμνῇτο Bekker: cf. μεμνήμην Ὡ 745. 


rales 
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Optative. 


621.| Present. 

-o.aro! for -owro occurs in dexolaro Sim. Am. 7101» dvvaiaro, 
συναπισταίατο, ywolato, λυπεοίατο, μηχανῴατο in Hdt., τραποίατο 
Arrian 21:0, διαδεχοίατο Euseb, Mynd. 38, ἐλεγχοίατο 29; 
Hippokr. IL 280 has βλάπτοιντο. 


622.| First Aorist. 
-aiaro2 for -awro occurs in Hdt. yevoaiaro, de€atato, ἀνα- 
κτησαίατο ; κομίσαιντο Samos 2214). 


623.| Second Aorist. 

-ovato® for -owro occurs in πιθοίατο Sim. Am. I,,, γενοίατο 
Hat., Hippokr. II 666, VIII 94 δὲ (but γένοιντο Theog. 736 in 
A), ἑλοίατο, ἀπικοίατο, ὑπερβαλοίατο &c. in Hdt., πυθοίατο Hippokr. 
Il 224 (vulgate). 


Imperative. 


624.| Present. 


Herodotos has both -eo* and -ev from e-o, 6.5. (1) -εο in προσ- 
déxeo III 62, ἀναπαύεο V το, πείθεο VIII 62, ἐπιφαίνεο VIII 
143, &c., προσκέπτεο Demokr. 172, (2) -ev in dyev VII 38, ἀνέχευ 
I 206, V 19, τέρπευ 11 78 (Greg. Korinth. § 60). 

The poets have -ev in ἐνάδευ (ἀνὰ δ᾽ ἔχεο Ὁ) Archil. tetr. 66,, 
ἀλέξευ 66,, χαρίζευ 75,3 δικάζευ Demodok. 6 (tetr.); βουλεύεο 
Theog. 71, ἔρχευ 220 (A, other MSS. ἔρχου), ἐντρέπευ 400, πέλευ 
(and ἐφέπου) 1073 ; πληκτίζευ Hrd. 5,5, σκέπτευ 799. Cf. appendix. 

Attic -ov appears in Theognis in several passages: εὔχου 129, 
171, ἐφέπου 217, 1073, γίνου 217 (so Demokr. 174), τρίβου 465, 
βουλεύου 633, σπεύδου 980 (A, -ew Bergk), 4x ov 1032 (v.2. ἄχθει 
&c.). The -ov form, which in no case is to be regarded as due to 
Megarian influence, may be adopted in those portions of the poet 
which are demonstrably late. 

Hdt. has ἐπίστασο (not -ao) VII 29, 39, 209 in marked con- 
trast to Attic prose (which admits, however, the uncompounded 


1 Tonic according to Et. M. 50735, Et. Gud. 318,5, An. Ox. I 109,3, 24449, 
Gram. Vat. 694. 

2 Et. M. 32542, 50739, Ht. Gud. 318,,, An. Ox. I 244,. 

3 Et. M. 25851, 5079» 40, Ht. Gud. 13939, 318.5, An. Ox. I 244,,, An. Par. III 
34328, LV 7106; πλώιατο An. Ox. I 1485, (Ionic, Doric, and Aiolic 1). 

* An. Ox. I 161,, on ἔρχευ Z 280, quotes as Ionic ἐρχέο (ἔρχεο) ; ἵζεο An. 
Ox. I 21525, Et. Gud. 27395 (-ev Doric) ; ῥύεο Et. Gud. 49414. 


628.] INFINITIVE MIDDLE. 517 


ἵστασο). In Attic poetry only is there freedom to use either 
ἐπίστασο or ἐπίστω. For Attic χρῶ we have ypéw in Hdt. Τ 155 
(except in 4 δ); cf. § 687, 2. In Hdt. and the inscriptions we 
find only -σθων (μαχέσθων, χράσθων Hdt., ἐνεχέσθων Zeleia 11 3,4), 
but Hippokr. VI 82 has the later χρήσθωσαν (44). κτεινέσθων in 
Hdt. VII 10 (@) may be noted because of its use as a passive. 


625.] Aorist. 


γενοῦ Archil. 75, (tetr.) is an Atticism for yevéo or yeved. 
Hdt. has -ev' in πύθευ IIT 68, βάλευ VII 51, VIII 68 (y) as 
Theog. 1050. On the accent, see Chandler ὃ 783. δικασάσθων 
Thasos 72,;, He]AécOwv Chalkidian Ionic, 13,. 


626.| Perfect. 


μέμνεο Hdt. V 105, Hrd. 4,,, might be derived from μέμνομαι 
(cf. μέμβλεται B 516 and § 620), since from μέμνημαι we might 
expect μέμνησο in Ionic=Doric μέμνασο (Epicharmos, Pindar). 
It is not likely that d-co has become €o in péuveo. μέμνεο also 
occurs in the Anthol. Pal. and in Orph. Lith. 603. Cf. Attic 
κάθου and κάθησο. πεπρήσθω Halikarn. 238... 


Infinitive. 


627.| Future. 

In the future of liquid verbs the MSS. of Hdt. usually have 
-έεσθαι, e.g. ἀπολέεσθαι I 38, 112, φανέεσθαι I 60, ὑποκρινέεσθαι 
I 164 and by conj.im V 49. In VIII ΤΟΙ all MSS. agree in 
ἀποκρινεῖσθαι. The future of ἀποκρίνομαι is certainly rare, if 
correct, in Ionic. Furthermore in ἐπιτελέεσθαι VI 140. Hippokr. 
has ἀπολέεσθαι VII 218, but -εἶσθαι 1X 320, and θανεῖσθαι Υ 111 
356 (as Sim. K. 85,). 

In -ίζω verbs we find -εῖσθαι: χαριεῖσθαι Hdt. 1 158, III 
39, ἀνασκολοπιεῖσθαι IL 132, IV 43, ἐπισιτιεῖσθαι VII 176. 
(Dindorf’s -ἰέεσθαι is wrong). Theog. 47 has ἀτρεμιεῖσθαι (MSS. 
ἀτρεμέεσθαι). 

τιθήσεσθαι Hippokr. IX 424 is a unique form (from τιθέω). 


628.| Aorist. 
ἀποίσασθαι Hippokr. (epist.) IX 418 ; μνήσασθαι Hdt. VII 29, 
Syr. dea 39, does not occur in Attic prose or in comedy. 


1 εο in Homer is Ionic: An. Ox. I 322,96, Et. Gud. 4362, (ὄρσεο), An. Par. 
TIT 1386 (περίσχεο). 
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Participle. 


629,| Future. 

ἐξανδραποδιούμενοι adopted by Stein in Hdt. I 66 is incorrect. 
Cf. ἐξανδραποδιεῦνται VI 9, ἐπισιτιεύμενοι IX 50, ἀνταγωνιευ- 
μένους V 109. In Arrian 24, Dibner’s ἀπομαχούμενοι 15 non- 
Tonic. δικασόμενοι Hdt. I 96 should be noted because of δικᾶν 
I 97. 

630.| Aorist. 


εἱσάμενοι Hdt. I 66 has borrowed its εἰ from the indicative 
(εἴσαθ᾽ Theog. 12). The epic form is ἑσσ- (π 443), which recurs 
in Anakreon (?) epigr. 111, (καθέσσατο). 


631.| Perfect. 


On ἀναιρερημένος and ἀναραιρημένος, see § 583. ἀπολελαμμένοι 
Hdt. IX 51, διαλελαμμένος III 117 deserve notice because of 
παραλελάβηκε 111] 42 and ἀναλελάφθαι Hippokr. IIT 308 (-άμφθαι 
vulgo). See also λάμψομαι § 607, 6, and cf. $130. ἐβλαμμένοις 
occurs on a very late Ephesian inscription, Ditt. Sy//. 344... 
Hippokrates VIII 418, 494, 498 uses βέβλαμμαι. νενοσσευμένα 
Hdt. I 159 has awakened suspicion because of veooods II 68, veoo- 
σιέων 11 111. Portus’ conjecture veveooc- is adopted by Dindorf. 
See § 287, 2, note, and cf. Modern Greek vooods, νοσσίς. Aldus 
and ὦ have νοσσιέων in IIT 111. 


632.| Future Perfect. 


βεβλάψεται Hippokr. II 256. γεγράψεται Hippokr. II 304, 330, 676, III 7o, 
IV 104, 108, 114, 174, 252, Aretaios 280. In IV 80 for γεγραψόμενος, the only 
example, except διαπεπολησόμενον Thuk. VII 25, of the participle of the 
reduplicated future occurring in a classical author, we may read γραψόμενος 
with J. γράψομαι is a v.l. Il 304, 676. Galen regarded as genuine the 
treatise περὶ ἄρθρων, in which γεγραψόμενος appears. δεδηλώσονται Hippokr. IV 
190. εἰρήσεται Hdt. II 35, IV τό, 82, VI 86 (δ), Hippokr. 1 596, II 250, IV 142. 
Hippokrates has the following noteworthy forms: εἰρησομένοισιν IV 238 in 
many MSS. (εἰρημένοισιν vulgo), εἰρησομένων 111 516 (ῥηθησομένων in many 
MSS.), εἰρήσεσθαι VIII 28 (omitted by several MSS. ; εἰρῆσθαι 0). In Attic 
we find εἰρήσεται, but the participle and infinitive are not used. These un- 
usual forms in Hippokrates are hardly due to a confusion with the forms of 
εἰρήσομαι ask (ἐπειρησόμενος Hdt. I 67, 174, IV 161, VI 52). ἐρηρείσεται 
Hippokr. VIII 292 (6). κεκλήσομαι Archil. 24, Theog. 1203 (?), and perhaps in 
Euseb. Mynd. 47. κεκρύψεται Hippokr. VIII 86 (6), not κρύψεται as passive, 
98. λελέξεται Aretaios 280. ἀναμεμίξεται Hippokr. VII 498 (μίξεται C, ἢ). 
μεμνήσεσθε bear in mind, Hdt. VIII 62, cf. Syria dea 27, 30. πεπαύσεται Hippokr. 
VI 238 (not in @), IX 14, -ovra 52. πεποιήσεται Hippokr. VIII 46, 92 (6, 6). 
ἐμπεπρήσεται Hdt. VI 9 AB Pm and Stein; other MSS. éumphoera. τετιμωρή- 
σεαι Hdt. IX 78, all recent editors following Stivern (MSS. τετιμώρησαι). 
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Passive. 
633.| Future Passive. 


1. Examples of the future passive formed from the aorist 
passive stem are rare in early Greek. In Homer there is no 
future passive built from the first aorist stem, and only one 
(μιγήσεσθαι) from that of the second aorist. In the Attic 
dialect, when there exists a future ‘middle,’ from intransitive 
aorists in -θὴν or -nv (so-called aorist passives) a future ‘passive’ 
may be formed, which differs essentially from the future 
‘middle,’ not in its voice relations (though the one tense may 
be intransitive, the other transitive), but in its tense meaning. 
The future passive is aoristic (ingressive, complexive, &c.), the 
future middle is durative. That is to say, the signification of 
the stem as an instrument to denote the character of the action 
is carried from aorist and present respectively into the two 
futures. It is not a matter of great consequence in Attic 
whether both the future ‘passive’ and the future ‘middle’ are 
attested in the monuments. See Blass’ Demosthenische Studien in 
Rk. M. XLVII 269 ff. In Attic the passive forms are used much 
more extensively than in Herodotos. Ionic has so few instances 
to show of the coexistence of both future passive and future 
middle, that it is impossible to subject the dialect to the test 
that yields important results in Attic. The future middle in 
Tonic did duty for the former; indeed, the language did not 
seek to mark passiveness as a thing distinct from reflexiveness. 

In Herodotos occur the following instances of the future 
passive from the first aorist stem :—aipeOjoovra 11 13 (in all 
MSS., aoristic) gives support to ἀπαιρεθήσεσθαι V 35 (aoristic), the 
reading of 4 Bysr, where C Pz have -ἤσεσθαι. ἀπαιρήσεαι in 171, 
ἀπαιρησόμενος in IX 82 are middle, as may be the case in Attic, 
though Euripides used ἀφαιρήσομαι and Lysias αἱρήσομαι as 
passives. The natural interpretation of the two future middles 
in Hdt. is that they are aoristic. ἐλασσωθήσεσθαι is adopted by 
Stein in VI 11 on the authority of 4 B ete. Here I would read 
ἐλασσώσεσθαι with B* Pvz (ἐλασσώσθαι KR, ἐλάσσωσθαι 5). The 
action is aoristic. συγκεντηθήσεσθαι VI 29 (-τήσεσθαι Kriger), 
aoristic, συλλυπηθησόμενοι VI 39 (-πησόμενοι Cobet) join im an 
expression of sympathy, In Attic, which uses λυπήσομαι as the 
passive, λυπηθήσομαι does not appear before Aristotle. μνησθή- 
couar will mention VI 19, ἐπιμνησθήσομαι 11 3 (ἐπιμνήσομαι van 
Herwerden). Cf. ἐπιμνήσομαι I 5, 177, 11 101, Lukian Syr. dea 
36, ἀναμνήσομαι Hippokr. 11 650, V 98, μνήσεαι Theog. 100 
(epic). μνήσομαι is so rare in Attic prose that its correctness 
has been disputed. 
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2. In Hippokrates, Aretaios, and Arrian we have noticed the 
following cases of the future passive from the first aorist passive 
stem. 

alwpéw III 468, IV 294, 382, 390; ἀλείφω in καταλειφθήσε- 
σθαι 1X 320; ἀνδραποδίζω Arrian nd. 28, (ἀνδραποδισθησομένην): 
δάκνω VII 386 (δήξομαι is of course active); δέω II] 444; εἴρω 
II 362 (ῥηθήσεται) and as v./.in many MSS., III 516 (Littré 
εἰρησομένων), epist. 2741; εὑρίσκω 1 572, III 436; καθαρίζω Ν 11 
330; καίω VII 422 (the future middle appears in C, VI 302— 
the only occurrence in early prose); κενόω Aretaios 204 (κεινώ- 
σομαι in Empedokles is passive); κινέω VII 332, VIII 484 
(passive or reflexive; cf. κινήσεται VII 90); κρατέω 111 482 ; Avo 
VIII 484 (cf. καταλύσονται Hdt. IX 11 come to terms); ὁμολογέω 
VI 6 (a doubtful instance because 4 has ὁμολογήσεται) ; ὀξύνω 
II 426; ὀρθόω in κατορθώσεται III 446 (perhaps passive); πνέω 
Aretaios 200 ; σώζω IL 112; Wyo 11 424; ὑγιάζω VIII 34 (in C); 
ὠφελέω VII 256 (Attic generally prefers the middle form). 

Of these examples only ῥηθήσεται and σωθησομένους occur in 
the genuine writings of Hippokrates (cf. ὁ 1). Future passives 
from both of these verbs occur in Attic, but not in Herodotos ; 
and σώσομαι was never used as a passive. From the above it is 
evident that the genuine Hippokrates is as little fond of this 
formation as Herodotos. 

3. From the second aorist passive stem are formed, e.g. ἀπαλλα- 
γήσομαι Hdt. II 120, Hippokr. VII 174, 234 as in Attic prose (in 
tragedy and comedy -χθήσομαι) ; γραφησόμενος Hippokr. II 278; 
ῥυήσεται VI 423 ἀποτακησόμεναι VI 110, according to the vulgate 
reading adopted by Ermerins (τηξόμεναι A, Littré). [τήξεται, 
transitive, is now abandoned, VII 478.] It is noteworthy that 
Hippokrates has ἐτήχθην, not ἐτάκην ; φανήσομαι Hdt. IV 97, 
VIII 108 ete., five times as frequent as φανοῦμαι ; σαπήσομαι 
ea IX 6; φθαρήσομαι Hippokr. I 598; καταρραγήσομαι 

732. 


In an Hellenistic inscription from Smyrna in Dittenberget’s Sylloge 17126, 
from 246-226 B.c. we find διαλεγήσονται. Of. [δια]λεγείς Lampsakos, 1. 1. 
2007,. διαλεγήσομαι does not seem to occur elsewhere (συλλεγησόμενος in 


Aischines). Attic inscriptions have διελέχθην, never διελέγην. The latter 
form first appears in Aristotle. 


4. Ordinarily the future middle supplies the place of the future passive, 
passive and middle not being differentiated. Of the following instances 
a few may be reflexive, and in others the pure passive force is doubtful. 

ἀγόρεω in παρηγορήσομαι Hippokr. V 478, Aretaios 341 ; ἀγωνίζω Hdt. III 
835 ἀθέλγω Aretaios 108 (cf. ἀθέλγεται passive in Hippokr. V 478); afpéw in 
ἀπαιρήσεσθαι a reading in Hdt. V 35 (but see above under 1); ἀμβλύνω Hippokr. 
IV 4645 ἀνδραποδίζω Hdt. VI 9, 17 (1 66 is not passive ; cf. above under 2); 
ἀνασκολαπίζω Hdt. III 132, TV 43 ; Bidw Hippokr. VIII 280; ἕπω in περιέψομαι 
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Hat. ΤΙ 115, VIL 149 ; ζγμιόω Hdt. VII 39 3 θυμιάω Hippokr. VIII 242 (pas- 
sive ?); θύω Hdt. VII 197 (Ὁ) ; ἴημι Hat. V 35 (μετήσεσθαι) ; ἰνέω Hippokr. VI 
318 (Ὁ), middle VIII 112, 258 ; καθαίρω Hippokr. VII 24, 330, VIII 338 (middle 
VIT 54); κινέω Hippokr. VII 90 (reflexive? ; see above under 2); κλονέω 
Hippokr. VII 474 (reflexive or passive) ; λέγω, say, Aretaios 304; λείπω Hat. 
VII 8 (a), 48, IX 56 (passive ?) ; νομίζω Hippokr. VI 352; ξηραίνω Hippokr. 
VI 236; ὁμοιόω Hdt. VII 158 (shall be like); ὁμολογέω (see above under 2); 
δρίζω Hippokr. IV 102 (active in VI 4, IX 264) ; πήγνυμι Hippokr. II 36 (shall 
Sreeze or be frozen), the only occurrence of πήξομαι in early Greek ; ἐμπίμπρημι 
Hadt. VI 9 (ἐμπεπρήσεται ABPm and Stein); ἀποπληρόω Hippokr. VIII 12 ; 
ποιέω Hippokr. IX 238 (middle Hdt. VIII 4); πολιορκέω Hdt. V 34, VIII 49, 
IX 58, 97; σημαίνω Hippokr. VII 276 (Ὁ), middle II 228; τανύω Archil. 3, ; 
τελέω Hdt. VI 140; τρέφω Hippokr. VII 482, 518; ὕω Hdt. IL 14; φέρω Hat. 
VIII 49, 76, Hippokr. VII 580 (οἴσομαι is also middle as in Hdt. VI 100, 132). 


634.| First Aorist. 


1. The endings of First and Second Aorist. 

The third plural always ends in prose in -θησαν (-noav second 
aorist) not in -θεν (-ev). The occurrence of the latter (primitive) 
form in Homer led to its being called Ionic by the grammarians, 
though they more frequently refer it to Aiolic and Doric}. 

2. € remains open in the subjunctive, e.g. ἀπαιρεθέω Hdt. III 
65, ἑσσωθέωμεν LV 97, ἡλιωθέωσι Hippokr. II 18, μιγέωσιν VIIT 
62. Out of line are ἀποδεχθῷῶ Hdt. I 124, ἐπιμνησθῷῶ 11 3, συμ- 
πιεχθῶσιν Hippokr. VI 292, Enpavddow VI 280 etc. πειρηθῶ 
Theog. 506, or -ew, was a necessity. 

en 1s always contracted’, e.g. μνησθῇς Hdt. VII 159, didax Ons 
Theog. 565, τερφθῇς 594, ἀσηθῆς 989; ἐξενειχθῇ Hdt. 11 go, 
ἐξενιχθῆι Keos 4354, διαρανθῆι 43,7, ἀδικηθεῖ Oropos 18,, ($ 239), 
φανῆι Zeleia 113,0» μεθυσθῇ Herakl. 73, συμμιγῇ 36, ἀπαλλαχθῇ 
Diog. Apoll. 5, ἀναταραχθῇ Hippokr. III 42, πιεσθῇ Solon 13,,, 
τρεφθῇ Theog. 379 ; μνησθῆτε Hdt. I 36, πεισθῆτε Hrd. 7,5. 

In the optative Hdt. has ἀπαιρεθείησαν I 70, ὀφθείησαν Ν 111 
24 (cf. εἰδείησαν 111 61) with the ingression of im from the 
singular. The shorter form appears in ἁλισθεῖεν I 63. 

3. ἡρπάσθην is the form to be adopted in Hdt., though -χθην 
is supported by good MS. evidence in II go (-σθείς Rd), VII 169 
(-σθεῖσαν 1), VIII 115 (all MSS.). The form with -σθην occurs 
I 1, 4, VIL 191; and in the future and aorist active o is correct. 
Hippokr. II 34 has ἁρπασθῇ. Cf. ὃ 593, 2. 

πιέζω varies between ἐπιέσθην Hdt. [IV 11, Hippokr. VI 368, 
Solon 13,,, and ἐπιέχθην Hippokr. III 324, 434, VI 292. In 
Hippokr. V 430 occurs συμπιασθῆναι, which is a surprising form 


1 An. Ox. I 9109 refers it to Ionic, Doric, and Aiolic; An. Par. III 343», to 
Ionic and Doric; An. Ox. I 429, to Doric or Aiolic; as also An. Par, IIT 
32330) 3030. πέλασθεν M 420, φόβηθεν II 290 are called Ionie by Schol. Ven. 
A, rather on account of the omitted augment. 

2 Bekker’s δεηθέῃ Hdt. IV 154 is an error. 
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because Hippokrates does not make use of the Doric md¢w. Cf. 
πιεσθῇ VI 368 and § 136. Littré refers the form to συμπιαίνω, 
but it may have forced its way in from late Greek, πιαίνω 
yields ἐπιάνθην VII 242, not ἐπιάσθην. 

4. In Zeleia No. 113,, one of the latest inscriptions to preserve 
the character of the dialect (it dates after 334 B.C.), we read 
κατελάφθη, a form which agrees in its construction with λελάβηκε 
Hdt. IV 79, ἀναλελάφθαι Hippokr. III 108. Hdt. has ἀπολε- 
λαμμένοι IX 51, ἐλάμφθησαν IX 119, λαμφθεῖσαι VI 92; 
Hippokr. ἐλήφθη V 112. The forms devoid of the μ do not render 
impossible λάμψομαι or ἐλάμφθην, which contain the nasal of the 
present stem. See δὲ 130, 615. 

5. Despite ἐτρώθην Hippokr. VI 146 etc., we find in the 
vulgate τιτρωθῶσιν V 698 for which we must read τρωθῶσιν. 
ξυνεξερευθείη Hippokr. II 176, adopted by Littré, is noteworthy 
because of the retention of the diphthong. Two MSS. have 
-ερυθεῖ. For Attic ἐτύχθην we find in Hippokr. IX 242 éredy nv. 
κατηναλώθην Hippokr. V 122,126 is an unusual form. éfepadeis 
Hippokr. VIII 262 has the ἃ commented on in § 593, 4. On 
ἤρθην, ἀέρθην, see ὃ 305 and appendix. On the aorist passive of 
φέρω (ἠνείχθην), see § 608, 2. ἐσσυθῇ Hippokr. VII 502 cannot 
be correct though preserved in all MSS. (éxov67?). Aretaios 
96 ἐσσύθη is the only certain occurrence of the simple verb in 
prose. εἰρέθην, the regular form in Ionic (Hdt. IV 77, 156, VI 
15 etc.), is from Ῥἐξερέθην, ἐρρήθην, the strict Attic form, from 
*eFonOnv. Ionic and Attic εἴρηκα, εἴρημαι are from ζβεξέρηκα, 
*FeFépnuat. In Hippokrates we meet with the mixed form 
ἐρρέθην, e.g. V 166, where J has προερρήθη. ἐρρέθην also appears 
in the MSS. of Plato, &c., but is rarely adopted by the editors 
of the classic authors. In the indicative only we find the 
ε: in the other moods 7, 6. 7. ῥηθείς, ῥηθῆναι. αἰνέω also refuses 
(as in Attic) to lengthen the stem vowel in this tense: αἰνηθείς 
Hdt. V τοῦ, with which cf. ἐπήνηται Hippokr. IT 334. A 
difficult form from εὐνάω would be ξυνευνεθῇ adopted by Kuhn 
in Hippokr. VIIT 338. 6 has however -ηθῆ. Some rare forms 
are κλονηθείς Hippokr. VII 532 (only in Ionic prose), ἐσκέφθην 
Hippokr. VI 18, περιέφθην Hdt. VI 15, VIII 27. 

6. An interesting case of the survival of the use of the aorist 
‘ passive ” in the transitive sense occurs in Archil. 12; 

εἰ κείνου κεφαλὴν καὶ χαρίεντα μέλεα | Ἥφαιστος καθαροῖσιν ἐν 
εἵμασιν ἀμφεπονήθη. 

With which we may compare an inscription from Korkyra, 
(..1).1. οιδὸ: 

Πραξιμένης δ᾽ αὐτῶι γ αἰα]ς ἀπὸ πατρίδος ἐνθὼν | σὺν δάμωι τόδε 

σᾶμα κασιγνήτοιο πονήθη. 
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πονήθη may be taken as a representative of the original 
indifference of the θη forms towards the transitive-active use, 
on the one hand, and, on the other, the intransitive meaning, out 
of which grew the passive. Originally ἐπονήθη was no more 
passive than éppinv. In Attic ἐπονήθην became intransitive; 
but in Plutarch, Perhles 4, τ, διαπονηθῆναι is ‘middle’ We 
rarely find in Ionic examples of the aorist passive used, now as 
@ passive, now as a middle; e.g. ἐπενοήθην, which is active in 
Hdt. 1Π| 122, VI 115, Hippokr. VI 612 (προνοηθείς), passive in 
Hippokr. IV 184. Occasionally Attic and Ionic vary in this 
respect. 


635. | 
1. Aorist passives with o. 


The following list follows the lines laid down in the con- 
sideration of the perfect middle or passive : 


(1) Sigmatic Stems. 

αἴδομαι Hdt. VII 141, ΙΧ 7; ἄλθομαι Hippokr. IV 126 (τὸ ἄλθος Et. M., 
Hesychios) ; ἄχθομαι Hdt. II 103 ; épdw, ἔραμαι Hdt. Τ 8, ΤΙ 131; ζέω Aretaios 
213 ; κορέννυμι (late present) Homer, Theog. 1249, but κεκόρημαι Hom., Theog. 
751, Hdt. III 8c, Peace 1285 (epie parody). Attic κεκόρεσμαι in Xenophon ; 
κρούω Hippokr. III 148; λεύω Hdt. I 167, Hippokr. IX 412; σβέννυμι Hat. I 
87, Hippokr. II 446 ; cetw (?) Hdt. VI 98 ; τελέω Hdt. IV 79. Perhaps from 
sigmatic stems are κναίω Hippokr. VIII 132, 262; πρίω Archil. 122, Hippokr. 
V 214, 226 (πρίζω occurs first in Plato, Theag. 124 B); σπάω Hdt. VI 134, 
Hippokr. VII 172. 

(2) -c@nv by analogy occurs in ἄγαμαι Solon 333; ἀρύω Hippokr. VII 524, 
526 ; Bidw Hippokr. VIII 96 (Hdt. ἐβιήθην VII 83); Bodw Hdt. VI 131, VIII 
124 (ἐβώσθην), but βεβωμένα 111 39; γιγνώσκω Hdt. IV 42,154; δύναμαι Hat. 
II 19, 140, VII 106 (-ηθ- in 5), Hippokr. IV 214, where most of the MSS. 
haye δυνηθείη or the like ; %w Hippokr. VI 558 vulgo; [ἐλαύνω yields ἠλάσθην 
according to the better tradition. The best support for the other form, which 
is that in use among the Attics, is Hdt. VII 165 where all MSS. have ἠλάθην. 
In IV 145 ἠλάθην bis is attested by A Bdz in the first case, Ad Boorr. zin the 
second, in V 42 by Pr, in V 97 by all but ACP, in VII 6 by all except Ὁ. 
The testimony in favour of ἠλάθην is weakest in I 168, 173, III 46, 51, 54, 
IV 4. ἠλάσθην is to be adopted against Veitch. It is best to regard the stem 
as ἐλαδ-, cf. ἐληλάδατο ἡ 86) ; ἑλκύω Hdt. 1 140, Hippokr. V 152 ; ἐλύω Archil. 
103 ; ἐρύω (εἰρύω) Hippokr. V 234 (ἐρυσθ-), III 26, VI 194, VIII 84 (εἰρυσθ-) ; 
θλάω Hippokr. VI 406 ; [kadéw. ἐκλήθην Archil. 78,, Hdt. 1173, Hippokr. II 
344 etc., render προσεκαλέσθη the vulgate reading in Hippokr. V 330 extremely 
suspicious. Littré adopts προσεκαλεύθη on the authority of four MSS.] ; κελεύω 
Hat. VII 9 (a) ; κλάω Hippokr. VII 516; κλείω (κληΐω) always with o ; κρε- 
μάννυμι Hat. VIL 26, 194, [X 122; μεθύω Herakl. 73, Hdt. II 121 (δ), Hippokr. 
VI 6363; μιμνήσκω Hadt. IL 3 (μνησθήσομαι VI 19; see ὃ 632) ; ὄνομαι Hdt. ΤΙ 
136; παύω Hdt. I 130, V 94, VI 66. Of these occurrences I 130 offers the 
best support for ἐπαύθην (A corr. Rdz); elsewhere ὦ has the -θην form ; πιαίνω 
Hippokr. V. 430 (Ὁ) but -νθην VII 242; πτύω Hippokr. VI 194, 198; σκεδάω 
Hdt. V 102; στορέννυμι (a late form) Hippokr. 1 618 ; σχάω Hippokr. VI 428 
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(but perhaps from σχάζω which is Hippokratic); ὕω Hdt. III το; φλάω 
Hippokr, III 200, 218, 220, VI 306, 402; χόω Hdt. 11 11, 137; xpaoum Hat. 
VII 144, ΙΧ 120 (but κέχρημαι I 42); xpdw Hdt. VI 19, VII 178, IX 94. 


2. Aorist passives of verbs in-vw. See § 614, 3. 


A. Verbs in -αίνω, which form their perfects in -σμαι, have 
-vOnv. ὑγιαίνω shows the regular ὑγιάνθην in Hippokr. V 174, 
VIII 410; ὑγιάσθην in V 678, VI 8 (¢er in Littré)! is from 
ὑγιάζω. 

B. Verbs in -ύνω. αἰσχύνω, ἰθύνω have -vOnv. ἱδρύω (ἱδρύνω) 
has ἱδρύθην in Hdt. I 172, 11 44 (-νθ- τὰ C Pz), 118, IV 203 (-νθ- 
in Apr., B), and Hippokr. V 150 (-νθ- τὰ CD), VIII 314 (-vd- 
vulgo, -θ- in C, 0). Littré adopts ἱδρύνθην in IIT 144, 146 (-θ- 
in FG HIK), 556, 1V 118 (-θ- in C and seven other MSS.), V 
652 (-θ- in AD). I would reject the -νθ- forms. Epic is 
ἱδρύνθησαν T 78, H 56; cf. ἠρτύνθην. 

C. Verbs in -ίνω. In Archilochos 34 ἐκλίνθησαν is Toup’s 
conjecture for ἐκινήθησαν. In Homer we find both ἐκλίθην and 
ἐκλίνθην, in Ionic prose only ἐκλίθην. Homer has also the pair 
ἐκρίνθην and ἐκρίθην (B 815), later Ionic only the latter. 
Archilochos, it may be noted, has ἀποκριθείς in frag. 89,. In 
ἐλάμφθην Hdt. VI 92, IX 119 we meet with the nasal intruded 
from the present as in the Homeric ἐκλίνθην, ἐκρίνθην. 

D. Schneidewin’s κατεκτάνθη, Hipponax 13,, is wide of the 
mark. ἐκτάνθην, if correct, occurs only in late authors. 
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1. Coexistence of First and Second Aorists. The following 
instances in the New Ionic may serve to illustrate the two 
forms ? :— 


ἀλλάχθην" Hat. 1170, ΤΙ 2 (-y-in C), ἠλλάγην Hdt. VIII 84, Hippokr. V 
152, V 4, 65, VIII 18, Diog. Apoll. 5. 200. 


ἐθάφθην Hdt. II 81, VII 228. ἐτάφην Hdt. TII 10, 55, IX 85. In 
1181 Rd have ταφῆναι, which is due 
to the well-known substitution in 
later times of the light for the 
heavy form. 


ἐκαύθην Hdt. I το, IV 69, VI tor, ἐκάην Hdt. I 51, 11 1047, 180, IV 79, 
Hippokr. V 146, 208; ef. νεοκαύ- Hippokr. V 214, VI 330. 
τοις Smyrna, 1). 5. 1714 (late). 


1 In two of the three cases there is authority for -νθην. 
? See Valckenaer on Phoin. 972 (Ὁ), Veitch p. 50, Headlam On Editing 
Aeschylus, p. 104. 


_ nn is poorly supported (Rd) in Hdt. 11 121 (δ). RB has ἄγγελτο in 
37: 
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ἐκλίθην Hdt. I 211, Hippokr. 11 682, 
IIT 40, 94, 140, 146, VIII 312. On 
ἐκλίνθην, see 635, 2, C. 


AORIST 


ἐμίχθην Hdt. I 199, IV 9, Hippokr. 
VII 534. 


ἐρρήχθην (Ὁ) Hippokr. VII 242, 

ἐστράφθην Hat. I 130 (-φησαν ΟΕ ἃ ε). 

συνελέχθην Hdt. I 97 and often (rare 
in Attic). 


ἐσφάχθην Hdt. V 5 (not in Attic 
prose). 


ἐτρίφθην Hippokr. V 206, VIII 380. 


ἐφάνθην Hippokr. VIII 50. 
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ἐκλίνην Hippokr. V 444, the only place 


(v.1. -(6nv), Hdt. IX τό Dindorf and 
Herwerden, κλῖναι Stein. 


ἐμίγην Hdt. 11 131, VIII 38, Hippokr. 
VII 180, VIII 62. 


ἐρράγην Hat. ΤΙ 173, Hippokr. III 
214, V 424, VIT 20, 534, VIII 68. 


ἐστράφην Hdt. III 129, Solon 37. 
Hippokr. V 426, VII 514, 534. 


συνελέγην Hdt. VII 173, IX 27, 20, 32 
(rare in Ionic). 


ἐσφάγην Hdt. IV 62. 


ἐτρίβην Hdt. VII 120. 


ἐφάνην Hdt. I 36, and often (perhaps 


also I 165 for ἀναφῆναι intrans.), 
Hippokr. II 658, V 186. 


2. In the following list of those examples of second aorist 
passives which we have observed in the post-Homeric Ionists, 
we have pointed out those cases which are Homeric in order to 
show the growth of this tense in the later dialect. Homer has 
twenty-two or twenty-three examples of the second aorist pas- 
sive forms, most of which do not recur in Ionic prose; and this 
number is about one-sixth as large as that of the first aorist 
passive. Of the forms here included some belong only to late 
Tonic writers. On the forms in -ἡ- which coexist with those in 
-0n-, see above under 1. 


ἄγνυμι, see § 5823 ἄλλάσσω above; βάπτω Hippokr. V 664; βλάπτω Hom., 
Hippokr. V 418, 460; βρέχω Hippokr. VIII 200; ynpets in ynpévros Xeno- 
phanes 8, from γήρημι. Hdn. ΤΙ 266, cites ynpels ἐν οἰκίοισιν from an unknown 
source: otherwise there is no further trace of yhpnu. The form ynpels is 
remarkable not only on account of the long vowel (cf. however ynpadéos by 
the side of yepaids), but because of the existence of a γήρᾶμι whence comes 
γηράς P 197. Pairs such as γήρᾶμι and γήρημι are strange. On this verb ef. 
Lobeck on Buttmann II 138, Brugmann, M. U. I 76, III 87. It does not 
suffice to say that ynpets is constructed like θείς or fuels. We need definite 
analogues. I do not find κιρνείς given as a parallel to κιρνάς in Buttmann II 
13, but we have πιμπλάς (Plato) and ἐμπιπλείς (Hippokr.). It is unlikely 
that Xenophanes should have employed an Aiolic form (γήρημι from ynpéw) ; 
γράφω Hdt. IV 91; δάκνω Aretaios 134; *Sdw Hom., Lukian Syria dea 1 ; δέρω 
Hadt. VIL 26; δύω ὃ (for διεκδυῆναι in Hippokr. VI 374, Veitch suggests that 
διεκδῦναι is to be read). Cf. ἐφύην, ἐρρύην ; θάπτω above; καίω above; Kelpw 
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Hadt. IV 127; κλίνω above; κόπτω Hdt. VIII 92; λανθάνω (?), Hippokr. VII 
532, διελήθησαν vulgo (διελελήθεσαν Veitch) for which Littré adopts διεβλήθησαν 
from CE; -Aéyw above ; palyw Hdt. III 30 &., Hippokr. III 140, V 186; ply- 
νυμι above ; melpw Hdt. IV 94 ; πήγνυμι Hom., Hippokr. V 222, VI 194 (Hom., 
has also πῆχθεν); πλέκω Hdt. VIII 84, Hippokr. IX 194; πλήσσω : ἐπλήγην 
Hom., Hdt. V 120, ἐξεπλάγην Hdt. I 119; πνίγω Hippokr. VII 150; πτύσσω 
Hippokr. VII 284 ; πτύω Hippokr. V 106 ; ῥάπτω Hippokr. III 524; few Hom., 
Hdt. VIII 138, Hippokr. II 658, V 114; ῥήγνυμι above ; σήπω Hom., Hadt. IIT 
66, VI 136, Hippokr. VII 190; σκάπτω Hdt. VI 72; στέλλω Hat. IV 159, V 
126 ; στρέφω above ; σφάζω above ; σφάλλω Hat. IV 140, VII 168 ; τήκω Hippokr. 
III 330; τρέφω Hom., Hdt. III 111 &c.; τρίβω above; φαίνω above ; φθείρω 
Hat. VII το (e), Hippokr. VIII 66 ; φλίβω Hippokr. VI 292 (here Chas ἐκθλιβῇ) ; 
gpdoow Aretaios 13; φρύγω Hippokr. VI 414; φύρω Aretaios 241; φύω (?), 
Hippokr. VI 182 (in θ), VII 514 (now rejected in III 286 by Littré). Cobet and 
Nauck brand ἐφύην as a product of the decline; χαίρω Hom., Hdt. VIII tor. 


Contract Verbs. 


Forms of μὲ verbs inflected like Contract Verbs will be found 
δ 691 ff. 


637.| 1. Denominative verbs formed by the addition of -ιο-, 
-1¢- to the nominal stem lost their -,- in the primitive period of 
the language!. The vowels thus brought into contact are treated 
as follows in Ionic. 


(1) -aw verbs. 


a+t+e=a a+o=o 
a+n=a a+o=w 
a+n=¢@ at+o=o 
a+e=a a+ ov (spurious)=o 


The inscriptions and the lyrie poets without exception adopt 
this scheme of contraction. The prose writers follow it in the 
main. ‘The differences consist (1) in the contraction of a+e to 7 
chiefly in Hippokrates?, (2) in the contraction of a+o, a+a, 


1 Between vowels 1 was retained only when it was preceded by v (υὐ. 

* Only one example occurs in the MSS. of Hat. (θυμιῆται ΤΥ͂ 75, where A?R 
have -ἰᾶται). In Demokritos Phys. τ, Sextus Empiricus has ὁρῆν, but in Melissos 
17 Simplicius has ὁρᾶν (Mullach ὁρῇν). In Hippokrates (but chiefly in the 
supposititious treatises) there are numerous examples according to Littré. 
Good MSS. often have the correct forms: αἰονῆν VIII 342 (-ἂν in 0); αἰτιῆται 
VI 606 (-a- in 0); ἀνιῆται IX 384 (-ἰιᾶται VI 388) ; ἀριστῆν 11 478 (-ἂν in A), 
VII 220 (0); dof (Ὁ) VII 252, dofra IX 384, but ἀσᾶται VI 388, VIII 78; 
βιῆται VIII 328 (0, vulgo, -ιἰῶται Littré), 560 bis ; yearn IX 336 (-a CD, and γελᾷς 
338), γελῆν 338 (-ἂν CD). Cf. also v.1. 322, 356, 360 &. It would be possible 
to refer γελῆν to γελήω, since yeAdw occurs in Dorie (C. D. 1. 3330s: as 
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a+ov in some twenty verbs to co, ew, eov in the Parisinus (P) of 
Hadt., and to ew in the Morentinus(C). See on these points ὁ 688, 
where the instances of -ew for -aw verbs are collected. Examples 
of the ‘distracted’ verbs are suspicious in Hdt. Stein adopts 
ἠγορόωντο VI 11 (-ὥντο A Β1), κομόωσι IV 191 (-ὥσι R). 


(2) -ew verbs. 


Lyric poets and inscriptions agree with Herodotos and Hippo- 
krates in their treatment of dissimilar vowels in contact, but 
differ from them in respect of the contraction of like vowels. 
In the lyric poets and inscriptions we find :— 


e+e=—eu €+0=€0, ev 
e+n=7 E+WO=€H, Ew 
e+er=eu (cet) €+01=€0t, οἱ 


€+ 0v=€0v, €v. 


Thus the inflection of φιλέω was the following, as early as the 
seventh century, in all respects except perhaps -ev- for -εο- in the 
poets; certainly by the time of Herodotos. 


διαιτήσθω VIII 340; ἐῆν VII 206 (ἐάν H), VIII 204 (0, ἐᾶν vulgo), but ἐᾶν VIII 
184, 232; ἑψῆν VIII 366 (ἑψεῖν 0, &e., ἑψάω is late, if correct at all); on 
ἐθεῆτο, see § 685 ; ὑποθυμιὴν VIL 332, 342, θυμιήσθω VII 320, 342, VIII 318 
-a- in @); ἰῆται 171 294, IV 608, IX 312 (cf. ἰῆτο Syr. dea 20), ἰῆσθαι IIL 258 
τ in Ο), VI 286 (-α- in θ), VII 28, 252 bis, Aret. 302, Arrian 15,,, but ἰᾶσθαι 
Hippokr. VI 316, LX 328, ἰώμενος Pherekyd. 76; [κνῆται IIL 490 does not 
helong here because of Attic κνῆται] ;; μελετῆν VII 204, 236, but μελετᾶν VII 
190; μυδήῃ IIL 244 (so Littré) is wrong as regards the ‘distracted’ η ; ὀδυνῆται 
II 424 (-a- in A), but -@ra: VIL 70, -@ro V 206. Cf. ὀδυνέωνται TV 1663; ὁρῆν 
11 442 (-ἂν A) VI 146 (6, -ἂν vulgo), VIL 244 (-ἂν in @), ἀνορῆν VII £78, συνορῆν 
II 440 (-ἂν A), ὑπερορῆν Aret. 312, &c., προορῆσθαι IX 366; πειρῆσθαι ΤΙ 178 
(-a- two MSS.) ; πυριῆν VII 322 bis, 420, 422, VIII 138, 280 (-ἂν in θ), 340, but 
πυριᾶν VII 26, πυριῆσθαι VI 516, -hodw VII 322, VIII 340 (-a- in 0); φυρῆν VIII 
198. In Herodas we find λωβῆται 111 3 (but cf. λωβεῦμαι 359) 3 OAH 253, θλῆται 
344» perhaps ἀπεμπολῆ ν] 765, and ἑορτῇ 6173 δρῇς 423) 355 56) 558 ANA 267 (cor- 
rected from ὁρᾷς) ; ὅρη 350) 4073 SpAT 268, 722» but ὁρᾶν Og. Most of these 
forms have ἡ in place of ἃ after . and p, that is to say, they owe their origin 
to a belief (held in part even by Buttmann, Gramm. ὃ 105, 12) that d+e in 
Ionic became ἡ after: and p. [It is noteworthy that some of the cy incorrect 
forms occur in close proximity to futures or aorists where ἡ is in place. Cf. 
πυριῆν, πυριήσηται VII 422, πυριῆν, πυριῆσαι VIIL 340, ὑποθυμιῆν, -θυμιήσεις VII 
370. Of. 8 272, 3. μαλκιῆν (see L.S. s.v.) is a corruption of -ίειν, not an 
Ionism.] py was Ionic too in the verb, e.g. in δρῆν. The examples with ἢ 
not after 1 or p, are more difficult. To refer them to primitive -yw verbs is 
especially hazardous because they occur only in Jate works and even there 
the best MS. tradition is often against their correctness. We prefer to 
ascribe them in general to the grammarians whose hyper-Ionisms advanced 
to the point of resembling Dorisms. In the case of Herodas the possibility 
of ἡ being a Doric contraction must not be overlooked. Only a thorough 
investigation of the question can disclose how many, if any, of the 
forms in question are to be regarded as having stems in ἡ -- ἃ, parallel 
to those in ἃ. 


΄ 


528 THE IONIC DIALECT. [637- 


Indic. Subj. Imperf. 
φιλέω (-έω) φιλέω (ς-(ὼὦ) ἐφίλεον (-εον;, -evv) 
φιλεῖς “ φιλῇς ἐφίλεις 
φιλεῖ ιλῇ ἐφίλει 
φιλέομεν (-ἔομεν, -εῦμεν) φιλέωμεν (-έῳ-) ἐφιλέομεν (-ἔομεν, -εῦμεν) 
φιλεῖτε φιλῆτε ἐφιλεῖτε 
φιλέουσι (-εῦσι) φιλέωσι (-ἐω-) ἐφίλεον (-εον, -evr) 


A noteworthy difference between Herodotos and Hippokrates 
is the avoidance by the former of the forms of the optative in 
-o.nv, and their frequent use by the latter. The infinitive is 
φιλεῖν, the participle φιλέων, -έουσα (-εῦσα), -€ov (-εῦν), φιλέοντος 
(-εῦντος), -εούσης (-edons), -έοντος (-εῦντος). 

In the MSS. of the prose writers ee, en are generally retained 
(especially after consonants) and ee is very frequent. 

It is certain that the Ionic of the fifth century contracted ε +e, 
e+7, e+e. Unless we admit that Herodotos and Hippokrates 
consciously adopted a system of inflection antiquated in their 
time, we are forced to the conclusion that the introduction of 
open ee, en, ees in the texts of the early prose writers is due to 
the μεταγραψάμενοι. The cause of their error was the belief that 
the New Ionic did not contract ε with a following vowel. 
Meeting with ew in Ionic where Attic had ὠ, the grammarians 
opined that the difference between the two dialects consisted 
solely in the possession by the former of a ‘pleonastic’ «1. Again 
they observed that εο, even if contracted in Ionic, did not lose its 
e as it did in Attic, and that « was often preserved before a. 
Furthermore, though «fe may become εἰ, «fn is actually uncon- 
tracted in -efw verbs. Thus unable to distinguish Ionic from 
Attic, and New Ionic from Old Ionic, and possessed of the belief 
that Herodotos was a species of prose Homer, it is not surprising 
that the grammarians or copyists were led to change δοκεῖ to 
δοκέει and reinstate the ε everywhere before a following vowel 
($108). The inflection thus seemed to them to gain in coherence 
and to approximate more closely to that of Homer who was the 
main source of their knowledge of the dialect. 

The MSS. of the other prosaists anterior to the pseudo-Ionists 
have fared better than those of Herodotos and Hippokrates. In 
the pseudo-Ionists the open forms may claim a species of 
genuineness (ὃ 107). 

The contraction of eo and eov. Dindorf? was an adherent of 


1 Cf. χρέωμαι from χρῶμαι in Eust. on ¥ 834. From this source of error 
may have sprung some of the hyper-Ionic verbs in -ew. See under 3. 

2. The citation by Greg. Kor. (§ 14) of δοκέει and λαλέειν is inapposite. 
Both forms occur in a pseudo-Anakreontic fragment (no, 62). 

5 Hdt. Praefatio p. xxix. 
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the view that, while the ordinary speech of the Ionians may have 
preferred the closed to the open forms, in their literature some 
verbs were written with eo, others with ev, and still others 
indifferently, and that certainty in so elusive a matter was to be 
despaired of. Bredow appears to have been of the same opinion. 
Abicht? first sought to bring order into a chaos which he con- 
ceived as foreign to the language of Herodotos. In those verbs? 
in which ε was preceded by a vowel, co and cov, he contended, 
became ev ; in those in which ¢ followed a consonant εο and cov 
were retained. The former contention has some support, the 
latter may readily be disproved. Thus in verbs ending in 
a consonant we find -εον, but also -evp-, -evvt-. Stein refuses to 
adopt the innumerable changes necessary to the carrying out of 
Abicht’s theory, and prefers to edit that form which he thinks 
the MSS. in each case show to have existed in the archetype. 
Spreer* is an adherent of Abicht so far as the five verbs men- 
tioned in note 2 are concerned, but joins issue with him in 
respect of that part of his theory which demands co after a con- 
sonant. In the case of ἀγινέω, αἰνέω, αἰτέω, δοκέω, σιτέομαι, 
φρονέω and χωρέω he thinks Hdt. adopted eo. His attempt at 
differentiating between various portions of the text as regards 
the preference of the scribes for one or the other writing leads to 
no important results. We present below* a table, taken from 
Spreer’s treatise, of verbs employed by Hadt. at least five times 
in present and imperfect, in order to show the affinities of the 
MSS. for co or ev, cov or ev. 

The views of the scholars above mentioned are all vitiated by 
the fact that they assume a radical difference between co and ev, 
ὦ. ὁ. that εο is a dissyllable, ev a diphthong. While it may seem 


1 Quaest. de dial. Herod. spec. primum, 1859, Uebersicht des herod. Dialekts, p. 39. 

2 θηέομαι, διανοέομαι, ayvoew always avoid co, νοέω has voedyres VILLI 3, δια- 
νοεῦνται IX 54, but ἐπενόεον V 65, νοέουσι III 81, νοέουσα VIII 101. ποιέω has 
about 243 ev forms to 41 in eo, and ev is much preferred to eov. 

3 De verbis contractis apud Herodotum. 

‘ 


εο ev €ov | ev εο ev εου | εὖ 
ἀγινέω 13 οἰκέω WB I 36 

αἰνέω Il 5 ὁμολογέω 8 9 

αἱρέω | 24 I 7 πολιορκέω 28 

αἰτέω 21 2 προθυμέομαι 5 I 

ἀπορέω 4 Ι σιτέομαι 17 

ἀρνέομαι 4 I τελέω ; II 2 16 I 
βοηθέω 21 2 I ἢτιμωρέω if I 3 

δοκέω 50 I φορέω 15 3 20 
ἡγέομαι 26 ii φρονέω Il 8 
ἱκνέομαι 25 5 χωρέω 10 2 
ioropéw 5 I I ἢ ὠνέομαι 4 Ι 

καλέω 172] 19 or 21| 221 1 


Mm 
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harsh to hold that nothing is indicated by the distinct pre- 
ferences, indicated in the MSS., of many of the verbs in question 
for the one or the other writing, the evidence of the inscriptions 
(S$ 246, 287) is conclusive that no great difference in pronun- 
ciation existed between eo and ev (i.e. &%) on the one hand, 
and cov and ev (1.6. &%) on the other. The difference is not 
phonetical, but orthographical, as Merzdorf? first recognized. 
With the material at our command it is impossible to reconstruct 
the exact system of orthography adopted by Herodotos or any 
other Ionic writer’. In Herodotos the preponderance in favour 
of eo over εὖ is very great, except in the case of four of Abicht’s 
five verbs; in Hippokrates, the other early Ionic prose writers 
and in the pseudo-Ionists ¢o prevails over ev, as is natural in 
literary monuments, which are conservative. The inscriptions 
have eo, never ev. In the lyric poets there is not a single case, 
except Mimn. 14, (see ᾧ 661), of dissyllabic co. Herodas prefers 
ev, perhaps because the Alexandrians regarded co as dissyllabic®. 
The contraction of eo to ov is an Atticism which has no place 
in any portion of Ionic so long as the dialect retained its native 
vigour*. 

The writing cov is generally preserved in the inscriptions. In 
a document from Kos (Paton 37,,, οι) coloured by Jonisms, we find 
κυέοσα--εκυέουσα, Hippokr. VIII 484; but a like spelling we do 
not recollect to have encountered on any inscription from Ionia 
or the Ionic islands. cov rarely usurps the place of εὖ « eo, 6.7. 
Ἐὐρυσθένεους Samos 217, ᾿Αριστοκλέους Thasos 72,°. Strictly 
speaking cov is not contracted to ev. When, as in ποιεῦσι, the 
one writing is substituted for the other, the dialect merely fails 


1 Curtius’ Studien, VIII 167. 

? ev before μ is a favourite spelling. When an -aw verb appears under the 
form of one in -ew (§ 688), the evidence points to eo, not ev, except in a com- 
paratively few cases. These are εἰρώτευν v.1. § 251, Hdt. I 158, III 140, 156, 
IX $9, 93 generally in CPdz, εἰρωτεῦντας III 62, ἀνιεῦνται VII 256, φυσεύμενος 
IV 2 in P, πειρεύμενος Hippokr. IX 354, dpedvres IX 358, 376, Aret. 42 and in 
Theokritos (Ahrens 11 310), δρεῦσα Hrd. 4.4, κυκεύμενος Solon 375, μωμεῦνται 
Theog. 369, μωμεύμενος 169, AwBeduar Hrd. 369, πηδεῦντα 3q¢- πλανεύμενος Arrian 
7. 15. a bad conjecture. On -ev- in -ow verbs, see § 690, and on πιμπλεῦσαι in 
Hesiod, see ὃ 691, note 4. Cf. also Theokr. χασμεύμενος IV 53, ὀπτεύμενος VIL 55> 
XXIII 34, συλεύμενον XIX 2, γελεῦσα v.1..1 36, σπαργεῦσα (Ὁ) Quint. Smyrn. 
XIV 283, σκιρτεῦσι Opp. Kyn. IV 342, διψεῦσαν Anthol. Pal. VI 217. When 
a verb in -ow is incorrectly inflected like one in -ew (8 690), εο is very rare. 
Hence σταθμεύμενος Hdt. VIII 130 is probably correct. 

* eo which was copied from the earlier monuments by the pseudo-Ionists 
was regarded by them as more Ionic than ev, and perhaps classed as dis- 
syllabic. 

* The confusion between ev and ov, starting from a comparison of δικαιοῦσι 
and ποιοῦσι produced such forms as δικαιεῦσι in the MSS. Hrd. has χασκεύσῃ 
442) τεμεῦσα 449; δραμεῦσα 55,5) Which are unique of their kind. ὃ 

ἢ ῥεούμενοι in the oracle, Hdt. VII 140, should give way to ῥεεύμενοι 
(Clemens Alex.), and be referred to an otherwise unattested ῥεέω. 
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to differentiate between ev=é% and ev=éa. In the lyric poets 
cov is almost always a monosyllable. In Hdt. it is preferred to 
ev, except in the case of ποιέω; Herodas prefers ev. The later 
prose literature generally adopts cov. 

ew 1s open about 100 times in Hdt. There are only three or 
four cases of the Attic o. 

In the optative, eo. is retained as an old-fashioned spelling in 
a Teian inscription and in Ionic prose. In the poets we have ou 
for εοι, and even in prose there is ample support for οἱ after 
consonants as well as after vowels. It will not do to say that 
Ionic prose contracts eo. only after vowels as was held by 
Merzdorf and Spreer. How far the spelling eo: after consonants 
is a genuine survival, how far reinstated by the writers of the 
MSS., cannot be determined. co is found, outside of ποιέω, 
about forty times in all the MSS. of Hdt. In the case of ποιέω, 
the contracted οἱ is found up to VII 45, after which chapter we 
have eo. Stein adopts the latter form throughout, even when 
it has no support from the MSS., e.g. V 75 ποιοῖεν. 


(3) -ow verbs. 


o+o=ov, never ev o+te=or 

ΟἼὝΓΕΞΞ ,, Sy 0 Ἢ οὐξξξοιὶ 

o+wo=a o + ov (spurious) = ov 
o+7n=® 


All the witnesses for the dialect agree to these contractions. 
On -ev- for -ov- erroneously introduced into certain forms of 
this inflection, see § 690. 

2. Verbs in -eF-o. 

In dissyllabie verbs in -eF-w the contraction of like vowels is 
not imperative, as it is in the case of verbs in -e-,w and -εσ-ω, 
which are inflected like those in -e-4w. The prose writers vary 
between ce εει, and εἰ, with the exception that δεῖ is always 
contracted. In the lyric poets «Fe, efer generally become εἰ (in 
Herodas always), but ey remains open. εὠ is never contracted, 
eo only once (in Herodas), and cov is so written (except once, in 
Herodas), even when it may be monosyllabic. 


δέω: in the poets we find δεῖ, Hipponax 6 (trim.), Anakr. 98 (eleg.), 
Herodas 399, 520) 66» 62) 81) 7i29- ‘The only occurrence of the word in Homer 
(Πρεσβεία I 337) takes this form, for which δέει should not be substituted 
(e.g. τί δέει with omitted δέ). In Herodotos there are about 50 cases of δεῖ 
to 3 of δέει (III 127, VIII 68 (a), 143). Hippokrates uses δεῖ; 6. 9. 11 52, 374, 
376, VIII 190 (next to ποιέειν), 50 too Herakleitos 94, Melissos 16, Demokritos 
20, 47, 70, 73, 205, 219 (sic Stobaios, Mullach δέει), Ion 1, Euseb. Mynd. 1, 21, 
Aretaios, e.g. 55. Eberhard’s δέει in Arrian 43, has no MS. support (δεῖ or 
δεῖται Ὁ). δεῖν occurs in Hdt. I 129, 1] 133, VI 135, ΙΧ 33, Hippokr. 11] 248, 
302 &c., δέειν but once in Hdt. (VIII 62). A much used word would tend to 
contract (cf. Boiotian τᾶν &e.). δέῃ Zeleia 113,., Hdt. I 90, Hippokr. IL 246, 
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III 258, Aret. 198, Arrian 12,. So too’ in Clouds 493 and in Attic inscriptions : 
II 809 B 32 (δέει with εἰ from ηι). The contracted form δῇ, which occurs 
sporadically in Attic literature, appears in Lebadeia (Ditt. Syll. 35362), and in 
the form δεῖ2 Teos 158,, and B. 0. H. 1890, p. 393. In the imperfect 
in Herodotos we find ἔδεε 15, ἔδει 7 times by consensus of the MSS. Stein 
changes to ἔδεε four times where the MSS. have ἔδει, but leaves ἔδει in three 
passages with the MSS. ἔδεε was perhaps the Herodoteian form. In 
Hippokrates we find ἔδει II 46. Herodas has ἔδει 679, g9, 92, Lukian, Syr. dea 
25 ἔδεεν (cf. πῶς δεῖ ior. συγγρ. § 18 citing from an anonymous writer in Ionic). 
δεῦμαι Hrd. 5,5 is an instance of the rare contraction of εο. déea* Hdt. VIL 
161 is probably incorrect (cf. 5é in R). δέεται is found in Hdt.I 32 &¢., 
Hippokr. II 36 (-e- vulgo), 256 (-e- vulgo), 348 and 372 (-e- A), VII 288, and 
occasionally in Attic ; δεῖται in I 616, IL 356, IIL 210, 212, 232 bis, Arrian 30, 
Herodas 179, 641, 7149. δέεσθε Hdt. VIII 22. In the subjunctive we find δέηται 
Olynthos 8 B 4, Arkesine (Mitth. XI 107, late), Hdt. III 96, Hippokr. III 204 
(Se? same line), as in Attic inscriptions (Ὁ. I. A. II 40 A 13, 54 B 15), and 
with the glide ¢ (Sefnra IL 167, 43, 48)*, δέωνται Hdt. IL 173, IV 94 (Attic 
δείωνται C. 1. A. ΤΙ 119, 14). Seolaro Hdt. V 73, Hippokr. III 230; δείσθω 
appears in Hippokr. VIII 340, Hrd. 4.., δέεσθαι Hippokr. ΤΙ 28 (-e1- vulgo), IX 
334, Hdt. IV 145 &e. (also Attic), δεῖσθαι TX 8 (in ali MSS. except R), and in 
MSS. Arrian 311, and Hippokr. VII 176. δεόμενος Hdt. IV τι, Euseb. Mynd. 
I, detou- Oropos 18.,. Theokr. XXX 32 has δεύμενον, which is not, as G. Meyer, 
Gramm. ὃ 485, note 1, states, an unthematie form. In the imperfect: ἐδεόμην 
Hat. 111 36, ἐδέο VII 161 (Bredow, MSS. ἐδέου), ἐδέετο Hdt. IV 162, &e. (also 
Attic), ἐδέοντο I τού. θέω yields θεῖ Hdt. I 181; θέειν VIIL 140 (a), but 
θεῖν III 105, both in all MSS. ; θέοντες Hippokr. epist. IX 350; ἔθεε Hdt. I 43, 
ἔθεον I 82. γέω swim has νέειν Hdt. VIII 89 (νεῖν VI 44 AB'Cd); ἔνεον 
VIII 89. πλέω yields πλεῖ Hekat. 284, Aret. 69, Hrd. 2.1, πλέουσι Hdt. ΤΙ 
60, Hippokr. II 60, IX 368 epist., Kallimachos frag. 94 (choliambic) ; πλέῃ 
Hat. 111 138, πλέωμεν VIII 109, πλέωσι TX 98; πλέοι IL 115; πλέειν VIII 109 
but πλεῖν Arrian 6,, Vita Hom. 6, 7; πλέοντες Hdt. II 60, πλεούσας VIII 10; 
ἔπλεε" Theog. 12, Hdt. IV 43, but ἔπλει Ion 1, ἔπλεον Hdt.1164. amvéw yields 
πνέει Hippokr. II 62, VII 486, but πνεῖ VI 384 (6), VIL 16, πνέουσι Aret. 102 ; 
πνέῃ Hrd. Io), Aretaios 5; πνέειν Hippokr. V 204, πνεῖν VII 50; πνέοντες Hat. 
ΤΙ 22, πνέοντα Diog. Apoll. 5; érveey Sim. Keos 1153 πνεόμενος Hippokr. ΤΙ 
122. ῥέω yields ῥέει Mimn. 5, (=Theog. 1017), Hdt. I 51, 72, 180, 185, &e., 
Hippokr. III 252, VII 12, 562, 570, VIII 260, Aret. 109, Herakl. 41 (but ῥεῖ 
42) according to Bywater. ῥεῖ is found in Hippokr. II 658, VII 12, VII 34, 
Arrian 8;. ῥέῃ Hdt. I 193, II 149, Hippokr. VI 314, VII 34, Aret. 98, 271 
(but ῥῇ 303); ῥέοι Hdt. I 22; ῥέειν Hdt. If 21, Hekat. 278, Hippokr. II 38, 
136, Aret. 248, ῥεῖν Theog. 639 (εὖ ῥεῖν for A’s ευρεῖν, vulgo εὑρεῖν), Hippokr. VIL 
12; ῥέων Hdt. 16, Hekat. 202, ῥέοντα Hdt..II 121 (8) ; ἔρρεε ΤΙ 121 (δ), ἔρρει 


1 Cf. also δεησόμενος, δεηθείς, περιδεής, ἐνδεής. 

* In Hort, Adon. p.187 B δεῖ is given as the Attic subjunctive. Cf Demokr. 
188 where Stobaios has δεῖ. 

ὁ ἐπιδεύεαι B 229 is Aiolic rather than Ionic. An. Ox. I 109, calls it Ionic 
because Homeric. 

* προσδεῖται Ditt. Syll. 337-19 (320 B.C.) is an indicative form used in Attic 
as a subjunctive, a substitution made easier after δέῃ had become δῇ, then 
δεῖ (above). Cf. also δηλοῖ indicative and subjunctive. . 

5 Eust. 18923, cf. 882). ° Cf. Eust. 189225. 
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Hippokr. V 226; ἐρρεῖτο Aret. 180; ῥεόμενος Hippokr. I 572, VIL 320, VIII 
48. From χέω we have χέει Hat. III 96, χέουσι IV 195, χέῃ Hrd. γι; χεέτω 
Sim. Keos 167,;; ἐκχεῖν Keos 43, Aret. 184, but χέειν Hdt. IV 127, Hippokr. 
II 356; χέουσα Hdt. I 185, χεῦσα Hrd. 6,,; χέεται Herakl. 23, Hippokr. VIL 
570, but χεῖται Arrian 329, Aret. 296; χεέσθω Aret. 202, but χείσθων Anakr, 
42; éxetro Hippokr. 111 54. 


3. Variation in the Present between -w and -ew (-aw) verbs. 


This list includes only such verbs as show both forms in the 
same dialect. Omitted are cases analogous to δινέω in Hippokr. 
= δίνω in Hesiod and Herakleian, and also variations of the epic 
dialect, e.g. ἕλκω, ἑλκέω, αἴδομαι, αἰδέομαι. This section does not 
treat of the addition of an ε to the stem in other tenses than the 
present. Some of the undermentioned verbs are due to the error 
by which Jonic was thought to have ew in place of w, an error 
assisted perhaps, but not dir ectly caused, by the analogy of 
ἰαχέω, πορφυρέω, μελανέω, &e. The genuine forms recall the 
causatives in -dyati in Sanskrit, which in Greek were confused 
with the denominatives. The Greek representatives of -dyati are 
either causatives or iteratives (intensives and frequentatives), but 
in most cases the original signification has been lost. 


ἀγεόμενος Hdt. III 14 in gz cannot stand. It is a confusion between 
ἡγέομαι and ἄγω, parallel to ἐπειρεόμενος below. ἄχθομαι Hdt., Aret. 183, 
ἀχθέει Aret. 183. βαλλέω does not exist. ὑπερβαλλέειν Hdt. 111 23, συμ- 
βαλλεόμενος 1 68, 111 95, &., are stupid blunders of the Aldine edition. Cf. 
ὑπερβαλλέειν, the vulgate reading in Hippokr. IV 92. The existence of βαλλήσω 
(not attested in Ionic) may have furthered the error, but it is more probable 
that the false -ἔειν of the second aorist induced the mistake. Cf. also ὕπερ- 
Gopéovra Hdt. VI 134 (sz) from θορέειν. βουλέωνται Teos, Mitth. XVI 293, 
1, 20; cf. δυνέωνται and § 618. Notice also βουλήσομαι, ἐβουλήθην. βρύχομαι 
in βρύχωνται, a doubtful reading of Littré VI 360. Hippokrates has usually 
Bpvxdomat. (81a)Bvverar Hdt. IL 96, but διαβυνέονται IV 71. In the Peace 
646 we read ἐβύνουν. Sepet Hdt. IV 64 ABC is a mistake for δέψει Rz 
(Sabet P). δύνω 16 times in Hdt., duvéw once, in ἐνδυνέουσι III οὗ (ἐνδύνουσι 
R). Cf. θυνέω in Hesiod’s Scutum 210, 257 with Skt. dhtin-aya-ti by the side of 
dhi-na-ti. εἴλω perhaps in ἤλσάμην Sim. Amorg. 17, εἰλέω Hdt., Hippokr. 
εἴρομαι Hdt., ἐπειρεόμενος Hdt. III 64 in ABdz, ἐπηρεόμενος C. Read éreipd- 
μενος with s,v. Confusion between εἴρομαι and ἐρέω led to the incorrect form. 
ἕψω is Herodoteian (II 94, III 100, IV 61, ΤΧ 118) and Hippokratic, e.g. in 
the following cases :--ἕψειν II 32, III 236, ave VII 158, 160, 374, VIII 174, 

92, ἑψέτω VIII 182, ἕψων VIII 162, ἕψοντα VIII 138, ἑψόμενος VII 276. Since 
we have the testimony of a grammarian (wrongly supposed by Hermann (de 
emend. rat. p. 313) to be Herodian) to the effect that no ancient author used 
ἥψουν, ἕψεε or ἥψεε in Hat. I 48 has been abandoned by the editors. The best 
support for this form in Hippokrates is II 518, where ἕψεε occurs twice. In 
the first case A has ἔφε, in the second ἕψε is the vulgate reading and the 
majority of the MSS. have éfee. This example is however from the spurious 
appendix to the περὶ διαίτης ὀξέων. Other cases in the supposititious works 
are ἑψεῖν V 244, VII 86, 156 (ἕψει same page), 196, 254 (@), 276, 374, VIII 82 
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(εἰν C), 92, 174, 194, 200, 338 (ἕψειν C), 366 (0, Littré ἑψῆν), 392. Instead of 
ἑψῶν, which appears VII 48, 160, 222, 266, 276, 420, we have traces of the 
early form in ἕψοντα VI 566 (0), ἀφέψοντα VIII 138 (0), and ἀπέψων VII 402 
(6). Aretaios has ἑψεῖν 250, ἑψείσθω 331, ἑψείσθωσαν 256 (Kithn), συνεψείσθω 
170, 13 (Ermerins). The future, aorist, and perfect ἑψη- started the -ew form. 
That κύρω and kvpéw coexisted in post-Homeric Ionic may be inferred from 
κύρσω in Demokritos, ἐνέκυρσα in Hat., ἐγκυρέω Herakleitos, κυρήσω Hadt., 
éxtpnoa Archil., Hdt., Hippokr. κύω Hdt., Hippokr., κνέω Hdt. (κυήσω 
Hippokr.). μαρτύρομαι Hdt. I 44, V 92 (1), μαρτυρεῖ VIII 94 (bear witness), 
ἐπεμαρτυρέοντο (?) V 93. μαρτυροῦμαι is late, and due to a confusion between 
μαρτυρῶ (ἐγώ) and μαρτύρομαί (σε). The only testimony to paxéopar! occurs in 
Hat. VII 104 (A BCd2, μαχομ- Rvs), 225 (Π 5), 239 (Suidas), IX 67 (A B, μαχομ- 
PR), 75 (2). In VIL 104 occurs μουνομαχέοιμι which is formed like συμμαχέω 
and must be considered apart from μαχέομαι. The -ε- form in the simple verb 
appears in the future μαχέσομαι in Hat. péAopat is Herodoteian (I 98, ΤΙ 
2, 174) and Hippokratie (ἐπιμελόμενος III 522, vulgo -εο-). μεταμελῆται Hat. 
TIL 36, in all MSS., should be read -ται. In Hippokr. III 476 we find 
ἐπιμελῆται (as in Demokr. 41), in III 492, ΤΧ 256, 420 -έεσθαι. On inscrip- 
tions we find both forms : ἐπιμέλωνται Thasos 713, ἐπιμέλεσθαι 717, ἐπιμελεῖσθαι 
Oropos 18. μινύθω Hippokr. IV 360, μινυθέω IIL 330. puto Hippokr. 
VIII 592, 594, μυζέω VII 252. ξύρω and ξυρέω are both Hippokratic. Cf. 
ἔξυρα VII 118 (aorist, not imperf. of tupdw), ἐξύρησα VI 212. Hdt. has only 
ξυρέω. ὀμίχω in Hipponax 55 A ὥμιξεν ; cf. ὀμιχέω in Hesiod. πέτομαι 
Hat. ΤΙ 75 renders καταπετεωμένας IIT 111 (0) impossible. Read -πετομένας 
with AB, πιέζω Hdt. V 35, Hippokr. 11 18, 92, IIT 334, 504, 522, 524, VII 
190, 276, 496. πιεζέω in πιεζεύμενος Hdt. IIL 146 (A BR), VI 108 (πιεζομ- C2), 
VIII 142 (meCou- BCz). In these passages we adopt the contracted form, but 
in IX 21 πιεζόμενος (πιεζευ- R), and elsewhere (I 142, 11 25, IV 13, 105, 118, 
VI 139, VIL 121, IX 60, 61), πιέζομαι is undisputed. Bredow and Dindorf 
would read this form throughout. Hippokr. has πιεζέω in πιεζεῦνται II 184, 
πιεζεῦντα IIL 450, πιεζεύμενος VII 566, VIII 262. Aretaios has mé(w 77, 107, 
πιεζεύμενος 107. Apio adopted πιεζέω in Homer, Aristarchos and Herodian 
mew *. πινέω in πινεύμενος (?) Hippokr. ΤΙ 38. plato Hdt. 11 41, 1V 
61 &e., ῥιπτέω IV 94, 188, VIL 50, VIII 53. Of σινέομαι (ef. IV 123, IX 13, 
49, 73, 87) there is now no reading accepted in Herodotos. Even in V 81 
ἐσίνοντο or ἐσικνέοντο is adopted. In all other passages except those referred 
to, the MSS. have σίνομαι. Hippokrates has σινεόμενος VII 552, 562, 592 twice 
and σινόμενος once, σίνοιτο III 482, VII 550. (arept)omepyew is correct in 
Hdt. VIL 207, since it is derived from περισπερχής. Hdt. elsewhere has 
σπέρχω, σπέρχομαι, &c., and in the passage cited Abicht adopts Valckenaer’s 
περισπερχθέντων. σπέρχνω in the sense of σπέρχω is mentioned by Erotian 
(Lex. Hippokr.). φθινεῦσιν, dat. pl. Hippokr. II 674 (-ουσιν A), ef. φθινήσας 
V 468. dvpdw Hat. 11 36; ef. ἐφύρησα Hippokr. VI 460, &c., πεφύρημαι VI 
540, but πέφυρμαι Hdt. 111 157. 


1 Gram. Vat. 698 μαχόμενος, waxeduevos, but Meerm. 652 μαχούμενος, μαχεό- 
μενος ; in each tractate in conjunction with a present (Aumeduevos). The 
reference, we think, has in mind the epic paxeiduevos and paxeovpevoy rather 
than a New Ionie μαχέομαι. 

2 πιέζω Ionic (Homeric), Attic, Aiolic, πιάζω Doric, Hdn. IL 348,, cf. 1 44310, 
II 949. In 11 140,, Herodian reports that Apio read (incorrectly, as he 
thinks) πιέζευν in μι 174. 
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__ In this list we have not included such monstrosities as ἐνείχεε, 
in all MSS. Hdt. I 118, ὥφλεε (Az) VIII 26. 


4. -ew varies with -evw as in other dialects. ἀεθλέω and ἀθλεύω 
both occur in Hdt., but Hdt. has always τυραννεύω, never 
Tupavvew ; δινέω 15 rare in prose (Hippokr. V 274, VI 494, Hat. 
IT 14), while δινεύω is epic and tragie. 

ἀναλόω appears in Hippokrates II 50, VII 588; elsewhere it 
is mainly older Attic. Aretaios has ἀναλίσκω 198. 

κρεμάομαι in Hippokr. I 592, 11 288 is suspicious, κρέμαμαι is 
certain in IT 152. 

λούω and λόω. The existence of a present λούω, λούομαι in 
Homer is open to grave doubt. Verbs whose stems ended originally 
In -ovs (ἀκούω, kpovw) reinstate in the present their ov from future 
and aorist; but verbs whose stems did not end in -ovs regularly 
lost their v<f in primitive Greek. Homeric ἀπολούσομαι and 
λοῦσα have as their present, not Aovw, but Adw. For λούεσθαι 
in Z 508=O 265, which is merely an Aiolism (=AdFec@at), 
λοέεσθαι is the older form. ἐλούεον Hymn to Demeter 290 1s 
also an Aiolism, or it is a confusion between λοέω and λούω 
(Gemoll reads with Biicheler €Aovoy). λούω itself was formed 
from λούσω after the principle regulating the movement of the 
ov had passed into abeyance. 

λόομαι occurs in the following forms :---λοῦται Sim. Amorg. 765 
(first foot); λοῦνται Hdt. 1 198, I] 37; λούσθω Hippokr. VIL 
24, 26, 78, VIII 162, 260 (Ὁ 4); λοῦσθαι Hdt. III 124 (λούεσθαι 
AB), Hippokr. VII 74, VIII 298 (0, λούεσθαι vulgo, Littré); 
ἐλοῦτο Hdt. II] 125. All these are formed directly from Ao Ἔ ε 
or Ao+o, It is not true that the present and imperfect 
‘generally drop ε and o in their terminations’ (Veitch, p. 424). 
Veitch cites the inf. λοῦν from Hippokrates in Galen. 

Aovw is found in λοῦε Hippokr. VIII 162; λούει Hdt. VI 52 ; 
λούειν Hippokr. II 374, 376, VII 26, 34, 90; Aovors Hippokr. 11 
372, as in Attic; λούονται Hdt. 1V 75 ABR, Stein, but λοῦνται 
is better; λουέσθω Hippokr. VII 276, 334, 380, VIII 198, 242, 
420; λούεσθαι Hippokr. 11 376, V 244, VI 252, VII 330, 
Aretaios 301; λουόμενος Hdt. IIT 23 (Dindorf λούμενοι). The 
last form appears in Hippokr. VII 276, Hellen. VII 2, 22 (Dindorft 
λουμ-), &e.2 It is certain in the comparatively late inscription 
from Andania (Cauer 47,99). 


1 This form cannot be resolved into ἀπολοέσομαι as can 25 occurrences of 
the aorist (λούσῃ Ξ 7, λούσατε ¢ 210 resist resolution). 
2 Cf. Rutherford, New Phrynichus, p. 274. 
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Present Indicative. 


On -ew instead of -aw see § 688. Verbs in -eFw are omitted 
(§ 637, 2). 


638.| Singular First Person. 


I. -aw is always contracted!, e.g. Anakr. 19, κολυμβῶ, Hrd. 
35g σιωπῶ, 5o, ὁρῶ, Hdt. VI 130 ἐγγυῶ, IV 36 γελῶ. 

2. -ew”, though thus written, is always monosyllabic in the 
lyric poets of Ionic birth. φιλέω Archil. 58, (tetr.), Anan. 42; 
Anakr. 72 B, 94, (eleg.), Herodas 1,, and so 7, where φιλῶ has 
slipped in; δοκέω 5 Anan. 5,, Solon 32, (iamb. tetram., δοκῶ Fick), 
Hrd. 110» 6o45 7423 αἰνέω Theog. 873 in w alone, Hrd. 365; οἰκέω 
Hrd. 143, 29. (Theog. οἰκῶ 1210 in all MSS.). Anakreon has 
also διοσκέω 3,, μισέω 74,, Theognis oivoBapém 503 (AO), Hrd. 
τελέω 2.45» METPEM 65, ὕλακτέω 644, POVEW 541» 78" 


In the spurious Anakreontics we find δοκέω 28,, ποθέω 40,; φιλέω 403 (vv-). 


-ew is the ending in Ionic prose: δοκέω Hdt. I 8, &c., Hekat. 
331, Hippokr. V 196, 714, Lukian /. 4. ὃ 14, Hdt. ποιέω I 38, 
νοέω VII 8 (a), ἐπινοέω III 134, &c., Hippokr. ἐπαινέω 11 244. 

3. -owt=w: δικαιῶ Hdt. 111 142, &e. 


639.| Singular Second Person. 


1. 6pas° Archil. 87,, 88,, Anakr. 1,, Vat. Auct. 4; Hipponax 
ἀρειᾷς 65, περνᾷς 52 (conj.), Anakr, ἡβᾷς 18,, Herodas γελᾷς 274, 
ἐρᾷς 29, Hdt. νικᾷς 1 40, χρᾷς IV 155, Vit. Auct. 13 ἐρωτᾷς. 

2. κοεῖς Anakr. 45, δοκέεις 75,» φιλεῖς Theog. 88, ὁμιλεῖς 1377 
(-έεις here impossible); Herodas has δοκεῖς Ig, 3,5» 511» φαμαρ- 
τεῖς (2) 5,5. ποεῖς 69, φιλεῖς 6,5, ἀμιθρεῖς 6,. In Hadt. the 
incorrect -ἔεις is more frequent than -εῖς : δοκέεις I 27, 207, 
JIT 34, IV 126, VIL 237, νοέεις VII 38 (εὐνοεῖ VII 237), but 
ζητεῖς I 32 ἴῃ all MSS. and in Stobaios, φλυηρεῖς VII 103 (LR). 
Good MS. evidence supports ἀριθμεῖς and δοκεῖς Vit, Auct. ὃ 4, 


* Vat. 694 cites as Ionic Bodw parallel to the open ποιέω and χρυσόω. An 
open -aw is unknown in post-Homeric Ionic. The Dorie Aé is called Ionic in 
An, Ox. I 7931+ 

2 καλέω Hdn. I 44415, IL 3325 (Et. Gud. 294,1), ἀδικέω Hdn. II 3315, ὀκνέω 
II 267, (Et. M. 62045), φιλέω, νοέω Apollon, Adv. 143. (Schn.), φρονέω, νοέω 
Joh. Gr. 242, Meerm. 653, ποιέω Vat. 694. 

* Cf. Peace 46 Ἰωνικός τίς φησι παρακαθήμενος ““ δοκέω μέν, és Κλέωνα τοῦτ᾽ 
αἰνίσσεται . . .” Open -ew may occur in lyric passages in tragedy: καλέω 
Agamem. 147. 

* xpucdw Vat. 694 does not exist. 

* κατορᾷς (Anakr.) Joh. Gr. 240, ἀτιμᾷς An. Par, III 350,53 (ἀτιμεῖς Aiolic, 
ἀτιμοῖς Attic). 
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ποιεῖς § 6 (in 6). In Hippokr. ep. 14 (IX 338) we find θεομαχεῖς, 
but -έεις is more common (e.g. δοκέεις IX 360). 
3. δικαιοῖς Hdt. VII 159. 


640.| Singular Third Person. 


I. ὁρᾷ! Sim. Amorg. 745, ον Theog. 168, Solon 195, Παυς τ τον 
Diog. Apoll. 6, Ion 1; Hippon. 76 λαιμᾷ (conj.), Theog. 320 
τολμᾷ, Solon 13,, redevra, Hrd. 1,7 ἐνγελᾷ, 3g ὁρμᾷ, 790 φοιτᾷ, 
7ει ἐρᾷ, Hdt. 1 55, &c. χρᾷ, VIII 69 ἐᾷ, Demokr. 15 νικᾷ, 71 
ἀνιᾷ, Hippokr. VII 578 ἐξερᾷ, IL 40 λιθιᾷ. 

2. The only case of open -έει in the post-Homeric authors here 
investigated is δοκέει Theog. 221, which is a reproduction of the 
epic form in Z 338, Ψ 470, a 376, ε 360, &c. (nine times in all). 
Homer employs also δοκεῖ M 215, ν 154, &c., but never δοκέει. 
This δοκέει appears at the end of a trimeter in Hipponax 74, 
though Sim. Amorg. 7105» and Solon 13,,, have δοκεῖ in the same 
place. The form with synizesis in the former poet (1,) is also 
improbable. Solon has δοκεῖ ἔμμεναι in 1335, but the passage is 
spurious, and Herodas the same form V 3 (δόκει Bergk). The 
only other trace of a possible -ἔει is φιλέει Anakr. 70, where the 
dactylo-epitritic permits φιλέει (cf. the metre of 71). -εἴ is found 
at the verse end in Archil. 116 epod. (καθαιρεῖ), 69 tetr. (ἐπικρατεῖ), 
Sim. Amorg. 7,; (φορεῖ), 7, (νοεῖ as Sim. Keos (Ὁ) 85,), Theog. 
1270, 1368 (φιλεῖ)", Anakr. 21,, (φορεῖ). Other cases of -εῖ 
are ἐπαρκεῖ Solon 5, (-ἔει impossible), ἀρκεῖ Hrd. 5,, ἀπαρκεῖ 363, 
εὐτυχεῖ Sim. Amorg. 7,5, ἀγρεῖ Theog. 294, φρονεῖ Theog. 395. 
Herodas has aive? 447, αἰτεῖ 4.10» NOE? 355, καλεῖ 586. ποιεῖ 746. 

On an Hellenistic inscription (Ephesos 147,) dating about 
300 B.C. we find διατελεῖ, and τελεῖ on one from Teos [Mzth. XVI 
292 (1. 8, 12)] from the fourth century. 

Herodotos: (1) -ἔέει preceded by a consonant is left uncon- 
tracted in χωρέει I 192, ἀγηλατέει V 72 (only occurrence of 
the present in classic Greek), but the correct form appears in 
κινεῖ III 80, ἀποστερεῖ VI 65, μαρτυρεῖ VIII 94 in all MSS., 
and in some: κινεῖ 11 68 (PRdz), ἀπωθεῖ ΤΊ 25 (CRd), ἀδικεῖ VIL 
το, ἡ (PR), μαρτυρεῖ 11 18 (4), χωρεῖ 11 96 (C), δοκεῖ III 5 (AB). 
(2) -έει, preceded by οι, is retained in the MSS. in ποιέει I 142, 
11 25, 111 47, IV 26, &c. (cf. ποιέειν in Hdt.). Preceded by ο, 
-εει contracts in edvoet VIL 237 (but νοέεις VII 38!). Cf. the 
forms after o in the infinitive and in the imperfect. The con- 
tracted forms are correct. 

In the editions of other Ionic prosaists we find the open forms 
where the MSS, often pronounce in favour of the contraction. 


1 Joh. Gr. 240. 
2 φιλεῖ Theog. 1255 is possibly Solonian. 


΄ 
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ἀγνοεῖ Euseb. Mynd. 543; ἀδικεῖ Demokr. 203 ; afuoppoet Hippokr. V 606, 618, 
626, 726; ἀλγεῖ Melissos 4, 11 (Mullach ἀλγέοι), 13 (Mullach -éec) -éer, Aret. 
69; ἀλυκτεῖ Hippokr. VIII 30 (an epic verb: near by is ἀμενηνά) ; ἀναιρεῖ 
Pherekyd. of Leros 48, Hippokr. V 6243; ἀρκεῖ Hippokr. VI 210 (@); γαμεῖ 
Pherek. Leros 22, 40, 48, 55 (Atticized fragments), 85; δοκεῖ Hekat. 332, 
Melissos 17, Demokr. 184, 185, 188, 208, Diog. Apoll. 2, 3, 6 bis, Arrian 9, 5 ; 
open δοκέει in Demokr. 25, 161 (Demokrates), Diogen. Apoll. 1 (Diog. Laert.), 
Lukian V. A. 13, Hippokr. II 38, 52, 56, 60, 76, 78, 128, 244, 250, 288, IIL 
228, V 696. The vulgate of Hippokr. sometimes has -e?7, In VI 110 A, in 
276 Chas δοκεῖ ; ἐξανθεῖ Hippokr. V 710; ἐξαρκεῖ Herakl. οἱ ; ἐπιδημεῖ Hippokr. 
II 20; ἐπιθυμεῖ Demokr. 71 ; κρατεῖ Anax. 6, Herakl. 91, -έει Hippokr. II 38 ; 
μαρτυρεῖ Herakl. 3 (Clemens, Theod.) ; ματαιοπονέει Demokr. 59 ; οἰκεῖ Demokr. 
1, Pherek. Leros 16, 20; ὁμολογεῖ Melissos 17, -έει Herakl. 45 (in Hippol. -éev); 
παρακολουθεῖ Hippokr. V 632; ποιεῖ Anax. 11, Demokr. 35, 88, 133, Hippokr. 
II 256 (in A) Arrian 47;3 ποιέει Demokr. 24, Hippokr. II 20, 298, 358, 374, 
III 220 bis, 242, 258, V 656, 726 (-poe? same page); συμφωνεῖ Hekat. 144; 
ταλαιπωρεῖ Demokr. 184; φιλεῖ Herakl. τὸ (-ée: 117), Demokr. 20, 235 ; χωρεῖ 
Meliss. 14, Diog. 2, Anax. 6 (-ée: Hippokr. VIII 30 and often) ; ὠφελεῖ Hippokr. 
V 646, 650, 708, 720, but -ée IT 128, 138, V 196 (@xAc?ro same page), 622 bis, 
710, 


In a majority of cases Hippokrates has -έει. ἀλλοφρονέει VIL 
30 is an interesting use of an epic verb. Aretaios has about 130 
cases of -ée. to 20 of -e?, An unusual form in Aret. is νέει 274 
=the poetical νέεται. Lukian’s Syr. dea has only open forms, 
Arrian 14 cases of -ée. to 4 of -εῖ. 

3. caot Theog. 868, ἀμαυροῖ Solon 43,, ἐπιλοξοῖ Hrd. 4:1; 
πληροῖ Hdt. II 7, δηλοῖ II 44, Hippokr. V 634, Vit. Hom. 37, 
ὀρθοῖ Demokr. 128. 


641.| Plural First Person. 

1. Hdt. ἐῶμεν II 114 as in Homer, B 236, K 344, besides εἰῶμεν 
g 420, 260, Cf. Schmidt Neutra, p. 326. ὁρῶμεν is the read- 
ing of all MSS. Hdt. I 120 (as regards -ὥμεν) ; elsewhere ABR 
have the contracted form, Cd -éw-,  -έο-. 

2. καλέομεν Hdt. V 49, Hippokr. ep. 17,., Aret. 25, νοεῦμεν 
Solon 13,, (Attic καλοῦμεν Theog, 1207), Hrd. ἀντλεῦμεν 444; 
τελεῦμεν Class. Kev. V 481, frag. 2,. On ὁρέομεν see § 688. 

3. δηλοῦμεν, &e. 


642.| Plural Second Person. 


1. ὁρᾶτε Solon 11,, διαιτᾶτε Hrd. 2,,. 

2. Kall. δοκεῖτε 15, αἰδεῖσθε 1, (where ce is metrically impos- 
sible), Hdt. θαρσέετε IX 18, ποιέετε LV 136, &e.1, but αὐχεῖτε VII 
103 (in all MSS.), a reading rejected by Stein. We require the 
contracted form. 


3. ἀξιοῦτε Hdt. IV 115. 


1 Cf, also ἀπιστέετε. 
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643. | Plural Third Person. 


1. ὁρῶσιν Kall. 1,,, Solon 345, τιμῶσι Tyrt. 12,,, Theog. 169, 
Hdt. II 50 (CP -έωσι, cf. ὃ 688), Herakl. 102. Hdt. has also 
σῶσι 1 200 from σάω sift}, ἐῶσι 11 36, βοῶσι 111 117 (Sim. 
Keos 114,), νικῶσι VIIL 94, Hippokr. τελευτῶσι V 598, 624, 
ἡβῶσι II 22. 


κομόωσι Hdt. IV 191, adopted by Stein from all MSS. except R, is an epic 
form here out of place. So κομόωντες in Arrian 347, 353, and ἀμφαφόωσι Aret. 
141. σταλάουσιν Astrol. τὸ is an error (cf. Lobeck Rhemat. 175). 


2. Open forms in -έουσι (U-v) are very rare in the lyric 
poets: δοκέουσι Phokyl. g (hex.), καλέουσι Xenoph. 2,—the only 
instances in poets of Jonic birth—and στυγέουσ᾽ Theog. 278. 
-εῦσι occurs in φρονεῦσι Archil. 70, (tetr.). It is interesting to 
observe that Herakleitos 5, where he states a belief in opposi- 
tion to that expressed in the fragment of Archilochos, employs 
φρονέουσι. Theog. has φιλεῦσιν 169, 337, 871, Anakr. (Ὁ) χωρεῦσι 
108, eleg., Hrd. ἀπαρκεῦσιν 34, κατοικεῦσι» 40» ποιεῦσι 6,9» πορ- 
θεῦ ow] 6:01; Kallim. IL 82 ἀγινεῦσι. εἰσοιχνεῦσι» Prometh. 122 
(anap.) is from ι 120. 


Solon’s verse (15,) containing πλουτεῦσιν is reproduced in Theog. 315 where 
πλουτοῦσιν is read. The existence of Κυπρογενοῦς 26,, and ἱκνοῦνται 4.» make 
it probable that Solon used here the genuine Attic form in -odcw, which was 
expelled on the ground that he was entirely dependent upon Ionie models. 
πλουτοῦσιν stands in Solon 24,=Theognis 719, ἀδικοῦσι in 4, (reading ἐν συνόδοις 
θ᾽ οὺς ἀδικοῦσι φίλους for Bergk’s ἐν συνόδοις τῇς ἄδικ᾽ ἐστὶ φίλα). Forms in 
τοῦσιν occur elsewhere: φρονοῦσιν Hipponax 73 tr., φαγοῦσι 82 tetr. are clearly 
due to an Attic copyist ; Theognis has τελοῦσι 142, ζητοῦσιν 684. Perhaps we 
should read παταγεῦσιν for Eustathios’ rarayotow in Anakr. 6, διατελοῦσιν 
Ephesos 147, is Attic also. 


Hdt. has -eov- over 260 times in the 3rd plural and participle in 
other verbs than ποιέω. In the case of ποιέω, ποιεῦσι is so much 
more frequent, that ποιέουσι in I 71, 11 121, where there is no 
support for -ev-, should perhaps be corrected. So too voeovor III 
81 (but cf. νοέουσα VIII 101). Exceptional, on the other hand, 
in having -ev- are καλεῦσι 11 94 (with v. ὦ -éover in ΟἽ, λεηλατεῦσι 
II 152, ἡνιοχεῦσι IV 193, πωλεῦσι V 6, ἐπιτελεῦσι V 49, διατε- 
λεῦσι VII 111, all these verbs having a consonant before e. 
-οῦσι is best supported in κοσμοῦσι III 24 (all MSS. except £). 

-ἔουσι is very frequent in the other monuments of Ionic prose, 
e.g. Demokr. φιλέουσι 70, πονέουσι 87, ἐπιθυμέουσι 47, ἀσκέουσι 


1 Hippokr. has both σάω and σήθω (σεσημένος and σεσησμένοΞ). 

2 Scarcely any passage has not the v.1. -éovo1, which occurs most frequently 
in R, often also in Pd, rarely in A BC (II 49, 60, V1 138). Twice at least αὶ 
alone has -εῦσι (IV 146, VII 148). 


a 
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103, τηρέουσι 126, σωφρονέουσι 137, ἀπορέουσι 168, εὐδαιμονέουσι 
5 (MSS. -ov-); Hekat. οἰκέουσι 67, 78, 114, 175 (Steph. Byz.), 
but οἰκοῦσιν 173 (Athenaios and Steph. Byz.), ὁμουρέουσι 190, 
195, φορέουσιν 189, καταλέουσιν 290 (Athen.); Anaxag. ἐκχω- 
peovotg; Herakleitos δοκέουσι 5, 122, φρονέουσι 5, ἐγκυρέουσι 
5 (MSS. -ov-), ποιέουσιν 2 (MSS. -ov-), ὁμιλέουσι 93 (MSS. -ov-); 
Charon of Lampsakos 2 has ἐπαναχωροῦσι though Plutarch has 
in the same fragment βασιληΐου; Hellanikos ἀνθέουσι. A thorough 
investigation of Hippokrates does not exist. Our impression is 
that -ἔουσι, is more frequent than ev for co. Examples may be 
found 11 28; 76, 78, 86, 110, 128, 120, 122, 154; 158, 100, 170 
(ποιέουσι), 178, 184, 262, 290, 312, VI 100 (the poetic τρομέω), 
294 (ἀκέω, the only occurrence of the present active), 494 (δινέω, 
a rare verb in prose), ΓΝ 192 (ἀποπληρέουσιν, if not from πληρόω), 
V 656. 

In Arrian the MSS. generally have the Attic form. δοκέουσι 
Aret. 248. 

Forms in -εῦσι are rare: ποιεῦσι Demokr. 66 in Stobaios (with 
which cf. ποιέουσι Hippokr. II 18, 76, 296), διουρεῦσι Hippokr. 
II 38, with ovpéovow on the same page, μισεῦσιν IX 364, 
ταλαιπωρεῦσιν [1 64, oixedow 11 68, διατελεῦσιν IL 238, καλεῦσιν 
II 410. 

3. ἀξιοῦσι Priene 1449, Hdt. III 20, ὀρθοῦσιν Archil. 56,, tetr., 
σαοῦσι Tyrt. 11,5, ἀμαυροῦσιν Hippokr. IL 84. 


Subjunctive. 


644.| Singular First Person. 
1. ποιέω Hdt. IX 79 (hence εἰδῶ II 114 is probably incorrect). 


645.| Singular Second Person. 

I. τιμᾷς, &e. 

2. Herodotos has orparnAaréns VII 14, the contracted and 
correct form in ποιῇς 111 36, VIL 235 (so in the archetype MS.). 
Demokr. 24 has ἐπιθυμέης, Hippokr. IT 256 ἀφαιρέῃς, Lukian 
Syr, dea 32 ἐσορέῃς (ὃ 688). In the plural ἀγινῆτε Hrd. 3,,. 

646.| Singular Third Person. 

I. εἰρωτᾷ Theog. 519, ὁρᾷ Theog. 932, Sim. Amore. 7,,. 

2. On inscriptions we find ἐπικαλῆι Halik. 238.5, δοκῆι Olynth. 
ὃ Β 14, ἀμφισβατῆι Zeleia 113), ποιῆι Chios 174 C 9, ἰεροποιῆι 
Miletos 100,, συνχωρεῖ Orop. 18:0..0» παρεῖ 1854, εἶ τὃ,,Ξε ἦι 
Halik. 238,,. On εἰηι, see § 229, 2. In the poets we observe 
only -7 :---δοκῇ Sim. Amorg. 7493, προεκπονῇ 22, γαμῇ Hippon. 
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209. In Theog. 1166 A has ὁδοὺς τελεῆι, the other MSS. ὁδοῦ 
τελέῃ (O τελέοις). Neither reading makes sense and Bergk 
edits στέλλῃ. In 929 the MSS. have εἰ μὲν... πλουτεῖς ... ἢν δὲ 
πένηαι where there is no reason to change to ἢν πλουτῇς. In 96 
we have φρονῇ, 609 προσομαρτῇ, 1008 von (Mimn.) In the last 
instance a vowel precedes the contracted syllable, as in νοεῖ 
(indic.) Sim. Amorg. 7,, Solon has κινῇ 12,, γεγωνῇ 424; 
Herodas airy 2.,, λαλῇ 64). 

The MSS. of Herodotos vary between -ἔῃ and -7. The former 
occurs, if we exclude the subjunctives from -eFw verbs (Ὁ 637, 2), 
seven times: ποιέῃ I 2061, διατελέῃ 1 32, δοκέῃ 1122, TV 120, συνοι- 
κέῃ 11120, οἰκέη VIII 106, ἀπαιτέῃ VI 86 (a), the contracted seven 
times: οἰκοδομῇ I 21, ποιῇ IIT 69, ἐπιζητῇ 1Π1 36, ποθῇ 111 36, 
αἱρῇ LV 127, δοκῇ VII 10 (δ) m ABCA, and IX 48. There is no 
support for the view that after vowels -7, after consonants -éy 
was the Herodoteian form. In the aorist passive -ἔῃ is invariably 
contracted, and -7 is the only correct form here. 

In the texts of other Ionic prosaists we usually find -έῃ, often- 
times against the MSS. Demokr. ἀδικέῃ 213 (Stob. -7), δοκέῃ 
188 (Stob. -7). Hippokrates has very many examples of -éy 
(erga l1.38, 114, 122, 146,156, 158, 160; 180, 186, ΠΠῚ 10259976; 
232, 238, 254, 258, 260, VII 74, 76, V 618, 660), Forms in 
-n are very rare: 7067 II 360, παρακολουθῇ V 668, ὀχλῇ V 704, 
ῥιγῇ V 706. 

Luk. ἱστορέῃ Syr. dea 32, ἐπαινέῃ 36, but ὁρῇ 31, 32, 48. 
Aretaios ἀχθέῃ 134 (rare and late use of this form of the 
present; cf. 183 when ἀχθέει and ἄχθεται occur in close 
proximity), We have noted in Aretaios -7 on pp. 91, 92, I0T, 
ΤῊ τῶν 105,945, 270, 279, -enon τὸ. 22) 08,095°-70, 7ἴ, 270: 

4. Hdt. IX 92 δικαιοῖ. 


647.| Plural First Person. 
1. Anakr. 63:0 μελετῶμεν. 
2. Theog. 1134 ζητῶμεν in the first foot, Hdt. ποιέωμεν I 159. 


648.] Plural Third Person. 


I. τιμῶσιν in the MSS. of Solon 13,, is now generally read 
μετίωσιν. Bergk’s suggestion of μώωσι is not in keeping with 
the dialect of the elegiac poets, who do not adopt the epic distrac- 
tion of vowels. Hdt. φυρῶσι 11 36, &e. 

2. Archil. ἐγκυρέωσιν 70, tetr., Ananias τραπέωσι 5,, πατξωσιν 
5, tetr. Hence δοκῶσιν Sim. Amorg. 791 is to be read δοκέωσιν. 
παραπιτνῶσι Samos 220,, is Attic, but πωλέωσιν Teos, Mitth. 
XVI 292, 1. 8 (and ἔωσι 1. 4) is the regular Ionic form. 


1 This is the only instance where ey in the verb ποιέω is supported by all 
the MSS. 
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In Hat. ew is not contracted in the MSS. except in the case 
of περιποιῶσι VIII 75, where the contraction may be due to the 
influence of the neighbouring διαφθείρωσι. Cf. ποιέωσι TV 111. 
In Hippokr. -έωσι is without exception, 6... 11 142, 156, 162, 186. 


Optative. 


649.| Singular First Person. 

Verbs in -aw always contract!. From -ew verbs we have 
δοκέοιμι Theog. 339, but ποιοῖμι Hdt. V 106 (PR -έοιμι). εοι 
after a vowel probably contracts in this verb in Hdt. In pseudo- 
Tonic sources open forms are common, 6.5. Huseb. Mynd. 1 émév- 
μέοιμι, ἐπαρκέοιμι, ἀσκέοιμι, αἰνέοιμι, but also ἐρῴην, νικῴην, τιμῴην, 
κρατοίην, προθυμοίην, ἀποστυγοίην. Hippokrates makes frequent 
use of -οιην, whereas Herodotos prefers the -ow. ending. See 


ὁ 651. 
650.| Singular Second Person. 


1. The only possible case of the open form in the later poetical 
monuments is ἡβάοις Theog. 877, which is now abandoned for 
ἦβα pot. The v. ὦ. ἡβώοις is not to be defended, since the dis- 
tracted verbs form no part of the linguistic apparatus of the 
elegy. In 107 Theognis has dues. 

2. Theog. has τελέοις 926 and v. 7. (in O) 1166. Lukian has 
δοκέοις Syr. dea 46, Hippokr. τηροίης 1 634, evvootns III 254, 
aiwpoins VII 524, dvappoins VI 84, but ὠφελέοις VII 34 (6). 

651.| Singular Third Person. 

I. -@y In νικῴη Tyrt. 124, ὀπτῴη Hdt. VIII 137, ἐνορῴη I 89, 


διαιτῴη Hippokr. IT 254, -@ in νικῷ Xenoph. 2,,. No case of -εοι 
for -w occurs in the active. 


cafot (-- σῴζοι), the reading of Roehl and Roberts, is not adopted by 
Bechtel (No. 5). He adopts ὅσσα for on the ground that odos, σῶς never 
contained a Ff. For this view, cf. § 277, Philol. Anz. 1886, 14 note 8. Fick 
explains the ὦ in σωφρονεῖν Sim. Amorg. 7108; &c., as originating from ago. 
Phokylides (91) alone has the open σαόφρονες. 


2. Teos 156 A 2 ποιοῖ, but ἀνωθεοίη, 1. 11 (whose eo. is a legal 
archaism); in |. 4 of 156 B, Roehl supplies [ἀπειθεο]ίη, Boeckh 
[ἀπειθο]ίη; συντελοίη Teos 158,, (Attic)*, ὁδοίη (Ὁ) Roberts 1159 
(Amorgos). Theog. φιλοῖ 1119, Tyrt. πλουτοίη 12,, Solon συμ- 
μαρτυροίη 36 trim., a form suspected by Renner (p. 42) on the 


1 ἀγαπῴην Ht. M. 6,, Et. Gud. 3,,, An. Ox. IT 338,). 
ἢ ἐπιορκο tiny C. 1. A. ΤΙ 578,. is the only example of the optative of a 
contract verb we have met with on a purely Attic inscription. 
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ground that it is not in line with the Jonisms of vv. 11 and 12, 
and of 37. It may however be regarded as the earliest proof in 
Attic of the transferring of the -ἰη of non-thematic verbs to the 
verla contracta, a phenomenon that grew apace in the Attic 
dialect though it was but sparingly adopted by Herodotos, and 
old-fashioned in the Ionic of the fifth century. See Rutherford’s 
Phrynichus, p. 442 ff. on the optatives in -in in Attic. Tyrtaios’ 
πλουτοίη may be regarded as an imitation of φοροίη c 320 (though 
this is the only case in Homer of this class of new forms) and 
not as a Dorism (cf. ἀδικοίη in Kretan, C. 1. G. 255647). 

In Hdt. -eo. is not contracted after consonants: καλέοι I 11, 
δοκέοι I 24; after vowels, to avoid hiatus, ποιοῖ IL 169, ποιοῖ or 
ποιοίη VI 35 as Stein reads. This would be the only case of 
τοιὴ in Hdt. In VI 35 Dobree read ποιῇ. The first person is 
ποιοῖμι V 106 (§ 649). 

The coexistence of καλέοι and ποιοῖ in Herodotos is paralleled 
by that of ἀνωθεοίη and ποιοῖ in the Teian inscription of the fifth 
century. Merzdorf, Stein, G. Meyer and others accept the con- 
traction of eoi to οἱ after vowels as genuine Ionic, but hold the 
uncontracted forms to be equally genuine. While this is not 
disputed, the uncontracted καλέοι, &e., represent an antiquated 
orthography. Cf. § 637, 1 (2), end. 

Hippokrates and the other writers of prose often have -eou, but 
ποιή is preferred, at least by Hippokrates. Thus ξυνωφελοίη IV 
132, προσωφελοίη 11 356, but ἐμποιέοι eed. according to Littré, 
where A has -υοίη. ποιοίη is correct; cf. 1V 82. ἐπιχειροίη 1 572, 
αἰωροίη VII 522 (an unusual verb in classic Greek), ἐπικρατοίη 
VI 82, aipoppayoin IV 112, ἀγρυπνοίη 11 136, ἀπωθοίη IV 226, 
304 (in BUN, Littré -εοι) but ἀντωθέοι TV 82 on the same page 
with ποιοίη. Cf. ῥοφοίη and χωρέοι VII 608. ὠφελέοι is certain 
in IIT 524, ἐμέοι 1] 144, ἐκχωρέοι 11 160, δοκέοι II 14, IV 92, 
whereas Herakleitos 1. MW. XV 605 has δοκοίη. Melissos 13 has 
ἀλγέοι twice according to Simplicius, and also in 4 according to 
Mullach ; Lukian Syr. dea 19 ἀπειθέοι. 


3. -ow verbs have -ou and -oun. 


652.] Plural First Person. 

T. τ-ῷμεν 6.7. νικῷμεν. ἐρῷμεν Sim. Amorg’. 15, (others épotper). 
2. Sim. Amorg.. φρονοῖμεν 2.; 1713 ξυνεργοῖμεν. 

3. -οἶμεν in δηλοῖμεν, &e. 


653.| Plural Third Person. 


1. Theog. 81 τολμῴεν, Hdt. 1X 69 νικῷεν. 

2. Anakr. φιλοῖεν 45,, Hrd. τελοῖεν 3,,. Such forms as 
Herodotos’ φρονέοιεν I 46, VIIL 34, ποιέοιεν VII 103, 208, IX 
104 represent conservative spellings of the fifth century, if 
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indeed they may claim admittance into the text at all; cf. 
Oewpotev VIII 26 (FR has θεωρέοιεν), ἀδικοῖεν 1 196, V 84, ἐπιχει- 
ροῖεν IX 54 (AB), ποιοῖεν V 75. Anaxag. 17 has καλοῖεν, 
Herakl. R. I. XV 605 ἀπατοῖεν (sic, -ᾧεν Ὁ), Hippokr. V 662 
δοκοῖεν. The longer forms of this conjugation are still in their 
infancy in Homer. 


Imperative. 


654.] Archil. eleg. φοίτα 4,, tetram. ἔα 51, ὅρα 54, ἀσχάλα 66,, 
Theog. 1151 épedva, 877 (cf. 1070) ἥβα μοι by conjecture for 
ἡβάοις or ἡβώοις. Hrd. 24 tye, εἰρώτα 37g, κυβερνᾶτε 249, Hdt. 
dpa 111 134, προσδόκα I 42, το. 


655.| Upon inscriptions we find τελείτω Erythr. 204, and 
hence ἐπικαλ[ είἠτω Halik. 238,,; συντελείτωσαν Teos 158), and 
ἐπι- 1. 25 are Attic, 

(a) Forms in-ee. ὁμίλεε Theog. 37. (8) Formsin-e, Archil. 
ἄγρει 4, eleg., in the first thesis ; Theog. προσομίλει {| 31, ὁμίλει || 
597, 1243, ὁμάρτει || 1165, ἐπιχείρει || 75; πένθει 830, ὄχθει 1032, 
αὔλει 1056 have their εἰ in the first thesis; δόκει 63, second 
thesis, 310 || where ὦ ὦ ὦ was metrically impossible. Solon 
κράτει || 36, tr. (Blass with one MS. κράτη), Tyrt. κινείτω 1195, 
Theog. οἰνοχοείτω 473, Tyrt. θαρσεῖτ᾽ 11,, φιλοψυχεῖτε τος. In 
the case of κινείτω and θαρσεῖτ᾽ the open forms were metrically 
possible, but as in Homer the contract forms are written. Hrd. 
has εὐτύχει Teg, κάλει 59; χώρει 174, &C., τελείτω 24g, δοκεῖτε Aygo. 
The proportion of open to contract forms in Homer is somewhat 
greater than that in the lyric poets. Homer has 32 forms in 
-et, three in -εε (η 303, Καὶ 249, Φ 288), -εἰτω 5 times, εἰ in the 
dual 3 times, -εἰτε 6 times in plural. 

It is to be lamented that we have no example of the imperative 
in an early iambic fragment, otherwise we might estimate the 
value of the Herodoteian forms in -ee, which, if genuine, stand 
in sharp contrast at least to the elegiac use. But if the elegy 
has -εἰ, except in a single instance, it is highly probable that 
iambic poetry would have only -e.. . Herodotos has στρατηλάτεε 
IT 124, V 31, VII 5, 10 (0), λιπάρεε V 19, παραίνεε VIII 143, 
συνοίκεε IX 111 (bes), ποίεε I 124 (015), 209, V 40, VII 18, VIII 
100, IX οἱ, ποιέετε LV 98, but ποίει 1 ὃ, 206 (ABP), VIII 140 a 
(AB). Other forms are read with -ce by Stein (θάρσει I g, 120, 
IX 76 though in all the MSS., III 85 ABR, 2.6. in the arche- 
typal MS. according to Stem; de. III 78, χώρει V 72, βοήθει 
VII 157, 159 (as Hippokr. IX 350), δυσθύμει VIII 100). In 
the plural Hdt. has αὐγεῖτε VII 103 in all MSS., rejected 
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by those who hold that the evidence of θαρσέετε IX 18, &., 
is all-conclusive. Merzdorf1 (p. 148) attempts fruitlessly to 
find a reason why Hadt. should use the imperative in -εἰ in one 
instance, that in -ee in another. The former only is correct2. 

In Hippokrates we find ποίει VII 428, VIII 162 (ποιεῖ 0), 
ῥοφείτω Il 276 (A), VIII 92 (8), VII 328 (vulgo, -εε- J), ἐμεέτω 
VII 74. Demokritos (Demokrates) 177 ἀσκεέτω, Euseb. Mynd. 
ξυγχωρεέτω 20, κυρεέτω 44. In the plural: φοβεόντων Hat. VII 
235. 

656.] στρέβλου Hrd. 2,0, ἀφιδρούτω Hippokr. II 516, Oropos 
18:0 ζημιούτω. 


Infinitive. 


657.] ὁρᾶν Samos 215,, Xenoph. 2,, Hdt. I 33, φοιτᾶν Oropos 
18,, Hdt. 1 182, νικᾶν Solon 5,, Demokr. 75, ἡβᾶν Anakr. 24,, 44. 


658.]| In the inscriptions occur: ἐπικαλεῖν Halik. 238,,,a form 
unjustly suspected by Renner, p. 39, who assumes that one E 
might have been omitted from ETTIKAAEN*. But the con- 
traction is supported not only by ἐπικαλῆι 238,,, &e., but also by 
ἀδικεῖν Mylasa 248 A 9, B 8, 9, C 11, and σκοπεῖν Orop. 18,5, 
ἐπιτιθεῖν Orop. 18,4, ἐκτιθεῖν 18,,, ἐκχεῖν Keos 43, ἐπιτελεῖν 
Erythr. 204,,, not to speak of other inscriptional forms such as 
ἐπεστ]άτει Zeleia 114 B 1, τελείτω Erythr. 204,. I. G. A. 489 
(Didyma) has ποι Ε(ν) Ξξ- ποιεῖν. An Ionic -έειν is not to be defended 
by ἀποσινέειν C.J. A. IT 834,, (330-300 B.c.), the only example. 

Lyric poets : Sim. Amorg. ὠφελεῖν 747, θυμηδεῖν 7493, σωφρονεῖν 
71033 Hippon. ῥυφεῖν 132; Hrd. κινεῖν 5,; Solon κοσμεῖν 410» ζητεῖν 
2710} Xenoph. αἰνεῖν 1:90; Theog. δοκεῖν 405, φιλεῖν 874, 1092, 
1094, 1258 (MSS.), 1364, πονεῖν 919, εὐδοκιμεῖν 587; Anakr. 
δισκεῖν 403. 

In but two instances does the ill-famed form -éew appear: 
Archil. 64 κερτομέειν and φιλέειν 80, where the shorter forms are 
required by the metre. In the first instance κερτομέειν is found 
in Clem. Alex. and Schol. Odyssey x 412; Stobaios has -εῖν. 
The longer forms may have been introduced by scribes who had 
the epic and supposed Herodoteian -ée.v in mind. 


1 After alluding to the fact that the quick utterance of the imperative 
demands the contraction, he says: Accedit, quod praeter δυσθύμει breviora tantum 
vocabula contractam prae se ferunt formam θάρσει, ὥθει et quod non negligendum βοήθει; 
cum in longioribus στρατηλάτεε 4c. quae ipsa natura ad vocandum et ad celerius 
pronuntiandum minus apta sunt itaque in lentiore quoque oratione assumi possunt, 
semper εε appareat. 

2 γόει, φρόνει Joh. Gr. 240 B. 

3 A supposed [ἀμ]ύνεεν Roberts I 26,, (Naxos) gives no support to this 
assumption. 

Nn 
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Herodotos : -éew occurs (1) after consonants e.g. in αἰτέειν I 2, 3, 
ἀπαιτέειν I 2, 3, &. But the correct forms in -εῖν are not 
infrequent. We find the following cases in which all the MSS. 
agree :—évdelv I τι, εὐφημεῖν IIL 38, ἐνεμεῖν 11 172, πολεμεῖν 
V 120, τηρεῖν IX 104. In seven other cases there is some 
support for -ety in the MSS. (2) After the diphthong οι, 
ec. holds its place in wovéew1, which is attested as the sole 
Herodoteian form in over a hundred passages. After 0, cet 
suffers contraction in κατανοεῖν II 28 (4), 93 (PR), ἀγνοεῖν IL 
162 in all MSS., εὐνοεῖν IX 79 (PR). The contracted forms are 
correct. 

Other prose writers: Herakleitos éuodoyéeww 1 is due to 
Bernays, μοχθεῖν 82, ποιεῖν 94, 107, σωφρονεῖν 106, 107, φρονεῖν ΟἹ 
(vulgo); Demokritos, according to Stobaios and other excerptors, 
in the following forms has -εῖν : ποιεῖν 100, 208, 235, ἐμποιεῖν 
20, (in A), ἐπικαινουργεῖν 20,,, ὑπουργεῖν 215, ἐπιθυμεῖν 47, φρονεῖν 
73, 139, δοκεῖν 92, ἐπαινεῖν 120, εὐεργετεῖν 197, τιμωρεῖν 202, 
ἀδικεῖν 206, προτελεῖν 215, ὀξυκερδεῖν 14, ποδηγεῖν 11, ὀχεῖν 11, 
πονεῖν 235, -έειν In ἀδικέειν 107, 109, 112, 205, ἀσκέειν 141, 
ἐπιθυμέειν 85, μετανοέειν 227, ἀγνοέειν 95; κρατέειν 77, θεωρέειν 
20,,, ξυγχωρέειν 44, κακοπαθέειν 20,,; Anaxag. κρατεῖν 6, κινεῖν 7, 
δοκεῖν 3, 4 in Simpl., who read κρατεῖν in Diog. Apoll. 6; 
Hekat. ἐκχωρεῖν 353, Ion στρατηγεῖν and ποιεῖν 1. 

In Hippokrates, Littré edits -ἐειν even when -εἶν has the better 
support, though such cases, we think, are not frequent. It is 
common to find -εῖν in the vulgate, but the -έειν forms preponderate 
over those in -εἶν. There is no genuine treatise in which -ἔειν is 
not more frequent. We believe this to be true also of the spurious 
tractates. We cite from Littré’s text: II 12 ζητέειν (-εῖν ?), 
14 σκοπέειν (-εῖν Ὁ), ἀναμετρέειν 36 (vulgo -civ), 82 κινέειν, 124 
νοέειν, 136 χωρέειν, 138 and 708 πονέειν, 138 φρονέειν, 142 
αἰνέειν, 272 ὀκνέειν (vulgo -eiv), 290 and 368 λυσιτελέειν (but A 
has -eiv in 290), 356 (and III] 58) ὠφελέειν, 642 νοσέειν ; III 32 
ἀλγέειν, 242 ξέειν, 248, 258 αἱρέειν. ποιέειν occurs in II 12, 42 
(Galen -eiv), 264, III 234, 236, αἱμορροεῖν V 656, 724, 726, ὀχλεῖν 
626, φλυηρεῖν, ἀνεμεῖν 660, εὐοδεῖν 664, θεωρεῖν 692, ψοφεῖν 696, 
ἐμεῖν 710, ἀρρωστεῖν 718, with 12 cases of -éew in the προγν. 
κωακαί. IV 640 shows ἀγνοεῖν by the side of ποιέει. 

Lukian /. A. 3 λαλέειν, 4 ἀριθμέειν (v.0. - εἴν)", -€ew 17 times in 
the Syria dea, twice in the Astro/., Abydenos εὐτυχέειν. Aretaios 
has 106 cases of -έειν, about 20 of -εἶν. Arrian has -έειν 10, -εῖν 
5 times. 


? Joh. Gr. 235, Gram. Leid. 628. 

* It is interesting to note that in § 4 the tendency to hyper-Ionize changed 
in MS. ¥ the ἀριθμεῖν of the ᾿Ωνητής to ἀριθμέειν. Or the -ἔειν might have been 
caused by the previous ἀριθμέειν (where © has -εἶν). 
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659.| Verbs in -ow contract ὁ + ε or εἰ (spurious) to ov ; in Hdt. 
καινοῦν, ἐξορκοῦν (as Halik. 238,,), χοῦν, νεοχμοῦν IV 201 (the 
only occurrence of this tense in classic Greek); ἀροῦν Tyrt. 54, 
Theog. 582; βεβαιοῦν Halik. 240,, ,, and so διδοῦν Orop. 18,1; 58. 


Participle. 


660.] Verbs in -aw always contract. vaterdovres Sim. Keos 
84, is not Later Ionic. aicvprQI Teos 156 B 8-9 has been read 
as τῶν, and hence νι[ κῶν] Samos I. G. A. 388 A. εἰσορῶν Archil, 
74,5, ἐσορῶν Mimn. 5,, προσορῶν wid. Ig, ὁρῶντι Theog. 1059, 
ὁρῶντες Sim. Amorg. 7.11» Archil. νικῶν 66,4, δρῶντα 65, Hipponax 
μαδῶντα 23, Theog. βοῶντος 887, Anakr. σκιρτῶσα 75,, Solon 
σιγῶσα 4;. 

In Herodas we find δρῶντα 5.., φυσῶντες 29, ἀπαντῶσα Fup, 
γελῶσα 644, διφῶσ᾽ 6,5, καταψῶσα 6,,, πρημονῶσαν 6,, πηδῶσαι 463. 

In Ionic prose we encounter the variation between -aw and -ew 
verbs, on which see § 688. Certain examples of the former are 
τελευτῶν Hdt. III 65, &c., τῶντος I 24, &e., τιμῶν TIT 21, IV 43, 
τιμῶσαν VI 52, προσδοκῶν VII 235, τολμῶντας IV 150 (all MSS.), 
all of which verbs show in other forms or in other places variants 
from -ew verbs. The following verbs never have such variants : 
θυμιῶντες III 107, ἐῶν VII 47, &e., ἐῶντες V 96, &e., ἐῶσα VIII 101, 
βοῶντας III 78, πεινῶντας I 133, νικῶν I 207, &c., ἀπαντώσας 11 
75, μελετῶν III 115, νωμῶντες LV 128, σιγῶν VIII 26, σιγώντων 
IX 42, σιωπώντων VII το, καταψῶσαν VI 61, ἐρευνῶν VII το, 
λευσσῶντα IX 71, ὀπτῶντι IX 120, ἐλῶν II 162, ὅθ. In 
Hippokrates we have e.g. σιγῶσα IIT 52, 142, 144, τελευτῶσα 
III 184, μυδῶσαν III 242, χαλῶντες V 5903 ἑστιῶντος Ion 1, 


ῥυπόωντας Arrian 34, is an error; ef. Hippokr. IX 374. 


661.] Verbs in -ew?. 

1, On inscriptions: ὑποτελέων Chalkis τό A τό, τελέουσι Olynth, 
8 B 8, τελέοντας 8 B 6, γεγωνέοντες Chios 174 B 13, ὑφορβέοντι, 
βουκολέοντι Chios, δ. P. Wo 1889, p. 1195, 1.10, μισθαρνεόντων, 
ξυληγεόντων Teos, Mitth. XVI 292, 1. 7, τιμουχέοντες Teos 156 
B 29, pedeovons Samos 216, pedeovont Phanag. 164, Latyschev 
II 19,5, 28 (Pantikap.)”, ᾿Αρκέων Styra 19... Γοικέων Rhegion 5 
is not Ionic. On βασιλέοντος, cf. ὃ 248. It is to be observed 


1 -ἔων Joh. Gr. 240 B, 242, Meerm. 653, Birnb. 678,, Et. M. 5219, An. Ox. I 
23212, An. Par. IV 3829; -έουσα An. Ox. I 360.;. 
2 Cf. μεδέουσαν, ddrevy Hippolytos 168, and see ὃ 74. 
Nera, 


- 
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that in the epigraphical monuments we have no case of ev for co, 
and none of ev for εου. 


Attic contractions :-ἀΓστυ]νομοῦντος Olbia 131, 2 and 14, ἐνοικοῦντα Keos 
473, κατοικοῦντες Samos 221, (after 322 B.C.) ; moi[od]yras has been restored by 
Roehl (I. G. A. 395 B 9) and adopted by Cauer (530 B) in an addition (of a 
later date) to a Keian inscription whose first part dates before 400 B.c. 
ποιούντων is found in Teos 158,35. 


2. In the lyric poets.we find -éwy, -ῶν, and -ἔων in Theognis 
and once in an Ionic elegist. -ἔων appears ἴῃ gu ἀπαιτέων 
16,, Anakr. ὁμιλέων 217 φορέων 2 2112» Hrd. κινέων I;,, θαρσέων 
Ὁ οἰκέων 655, ἐνπολέων 6.5. 

: Theog. δοκῶν 138, κεντῶν 371, τελῶν 014, ποθῶν 1251. 
θητῶν is improbable in Hippon. 14. 

-έων (L—-): Theog. φρονέων 27, δοκέων 137, εὐσεβέων 145, 1144, 
ὀχέων 534. These examples from the elegy are not surprising. 
Remarkable however is τελέων Mimn. 11,, the only example of 
open ew in the poets of Ionic birth. Meineke proposed re ἑλών, 
Fick τελέσων, τελεΐων (cf. διετέλειε Hresos)', or perhaps τελήων, 
Meister re λέων 7.e.= Homer λάων τ 229. But if one instance of 
open εο (κλονέοντα, see below) is certain, no objection is possible 
on the score of an isolated case of open -έων. With the phrase 
τελέων ἄεθλον ἴῃ Mimnermos, cf. τελέοντες ἀέθλους y 262. On 
δυψέων Archil. 68, see ὃ 687. 

In the feminine occur -έουσα and -εῦσα. 

δολοφρονέουσα Archil. 93, (epod.), οἰκεῦσα Phokyl. 52 (-€ovea 
Fick), δοκεῦσ᾽ Hrd. 5.0 and seven other forms in -etca. 


In tragedy we have ὑμνεῦσαι Medea 422 (see Verrall’s note), μυθεῦσαι [. A. 
789: both choric passages. 


Variation between -co-, -¢9-, -ev-. In only one case is €o a dis- 
syllable in a poet of Tonic birth : κλονέοντα φάλαγγας Mimn. 14,, 
the phrase of E 96”. Theog. has φρονέοντα 625, φορέοντας 827, 
φιλέοντες 739, δοκέον 162. 

-eo- is found in ἀγρυπνέοντα Theog. 471 (or v before zy may 
be short). 

-ev-* was cer tainly used by the time of Theognis: φιλεῦντος 385, 
νοεῦντες 737, ποιεῦντι 589, πλουτεῦντι 1153 (Brunck; MSS. -ov- 
as 315 πλουτοῦσι ; see § 643, 2), φωνεῦντες 495 (K has φονέοντες). 
But whether it was employed by Sim. Amorg. 7,, (φιλεῦντι in 
MSS.) may be doubted. Herodas has δεῦντα Bon (dind), κινεῦντα 


1 Cf. Bechtel, Gétt. Nachr. 1886, p. 375. 
2 κλονέω, Which is poetical in the active, reappears in Aretaios 232 
(κλονέουσαι). 


* λωτεῦντα (M 283) is called Doric or Ionic by Hdn. ΤΙ 336,;, 777, (Choirob. 
3950)" 
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301: voedv? 355, ψοφεῦντα 71,, δοκεῦντες 45, TKOTEDVTES qq, 
ποιεῦντες Class. Rev. V 480, frag. 1,,, κινεῦσι 773, οἰκεῦσι 24, 
ἀνθεῦντας 1... The only non-Ionic form in Hrd. is φρονοῦντα 
7 129° 

3. -ἔων remains open in Herodotos in the present, as it does in 
the future, participle. Exceptions are (yrév VI 62 (R), olko- 
δομῶν IT 121 (a) in A BC, σκοπῶν I 117 (in all MSS.). 

In the feminine -éovca is the usual form. In νοέουσα VIII 
101, ποιέουσαι 1 93 (as ποιέουσαν Arrian 31,), κυέουσαν VI 68 
a vowel precedes. -efca appears in ἱστορεύσῃ I 61, λυπεῦσα VII 
190, BonOedoav! 11 118, ἀνθεύσης IV 1, κεντεύσας V 87; and in 
ποιεῦσα 11] 119, IV 9g (-ἔουσα CP Νὴ, VI 52 bis. 

-εο- preponderates generally over -ev- in Hdt. Some interest- 
ing examples are: ἀελπτέοντες VII 168 (elsewhere only H 310), 
ἀλλοφρονέοντες VII 205 (an epic and Ionic verb: cf. Hippokr. 
VII 30), aréovres VII 223 (epic), τειχέοντος V 23 (Ionic τειχέω 
and τειχίζω, Attic τειχίζω). Examples of -ev- are exceedingly rare 
in the case of verbs other than ποιέω: II 34 ἱστορεῦντα, LV 156 
ἀγνοεῦντες, 157 οἰκεῦντες, the only case, in 74 occurrences of οἰκέω, 
of the contraction (-εο- 4 B, οἰκέοντες above in same chapter), VIII 
3 νοεῦντες. The -ev- forms are, however, far more frequent in the 
case of ποιέω (ποιεῦντι VII 29, ποιεῦντες 11 36, IV 98, V 831, 
&ec.) But in the following cases -eo- is attested without any 
variant: I 140 (ποιεῦνται same chapter), 158, 216 (ποιεύμενοι 
same chapter), VII ὃ (6). 


The archetypal MS. of Hdt. rarely had -ov-: ποιοῦντες I 90, οἰκοῦντες I 175. 


In the other Ionic prosaists the contraction of co to εὖ is very 
rare. ew remains open. Demokr. has νουθετέων 59, φθονέων 30, 
κρατέων 76 (Stob. -Gv), ἀδικέων 205, θεωρεῦσα 147, ἀδικέοντι, 
ἀμελέοντι 213, ἐπιθυμέοντι 20,5, σωφρονέοντος 42, ποιεῦντι 205, 
φιλονεικέοντα 212, ἀδικέοντα 112, 206, εὐθηλέοντα 185, μυθοπλα- 
στέοντες 119, δοκέοντες 151, δυστυχέοντες 137, ξυμφωνέοντες 152, 
ταλαιπωρεόντων 2010; φρονεόντων 79, ἀμελέοντας 213, ἀδικέοντας 
205; Herakl. διαιρέων 2, δοκεόντων 118; Melissos ἀλγέοντι 13 ; 
Pherek. οἰκέοντες 85; Ion ἀφαιρετέοντα, δοκέον 1: Ktesias pwréovtt; 
Lukian 7.4. 5 δοκέοντα, Syr. dea 26 εὐνοέοντας ; Vita Hom. 
ἱστορέων 6, but ποιῶν 15. Simplicius has Atticized Anaxagoras’ 
περιχωρεόντων 11. Αὐτοῦ, has ὠφελεῦντα 312, &e. 

We note the following cases of -ev- in Hippokrates, who has 
-ἔων, -éovtos, &e., in almost every instance: ἀλγεῦντα 11 132, 
διηθεῦντες II 240, ἐκπυεῦντα V 626, ἐξαιρεῦντα IIT 258, φθινεῦσι 
11 674 (φθινέω here only, § 637, 3), ποιεῦντα VI 210 (8, -εο- 


1 Greg. Kor, § 60. 
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Littré), cf. II 278, IX 362, οἰκεῦντα IX 354, cf. 360, πατεῦντα 
and ὁμιλεῦντα IX 382, ἀγρυπνεῦντα V 590, ἐπιρριγεῦντα δ 592 
(-ovres 588). Usually we find -co-. In the feminine: ποιέουσαι 
II 66, φιλέουσα Syr. dea 26. 


662.| Verbs in -ow. 

ἀξιο(ύγντων Priene 1443, κηροῦσ᾽ Hrd. 3,;, χῶν Hdt. I 162, 
κακοῦντες III 82. On δικαιεῦντος IX 42, see $ 690. For 
ὀμοῦντες Hdt. I 153, as if from an unheard-of ὀμόω, ὀμνύντες 15 
to be substituted. 


Imperfect Active. 


663.] Singular First Person. 

-aw verbs contract -aov to -ων (ἐνίκων Samos 215). Occasionally 
we have -cov for -aov, and this τεὸν may become -evy (δῷ 637, 
1 (2), 688). Verbs im -ew have -εον, not -evy so far as we are 
aware in Ionic literature!. In Hippolytos 168 we have however 
an Ionic ἀύτευν. ἐδόκουν Hrd. 40 15 an Atticism (δόκεον Hrd. in 
Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 2,). Verbs im -ow have -ovv, not -evv 


(§ 690). 
664.| Singular Second Person. 
ἠλάστρεις Theog. 600. 


665.| Singular Third Person. 

1. éddpa (ἐκοία Fick in G. G. A, 1883, 125), I. G. A. 370, 
generally referred to Euboia, but perhaps Asiatic Ionic. Hdt. 
has dpa I 11, &e., ἐφοίτα III go, ηὔδα 11 57 (a rare verb in prose ; 
cf. ἀπηύδηκε Hippokr. VIII 570). 

2. -e.” is the correct form, On inscriptions: ἐποίει Eretria 14, 
Samos I. G, A. 388 a, Amorgos I. G. A. 390, Naukratis I 342, 
Klazomenai, Head H. N. 491, ἐπόει Samos 222 (pre-Roman), 
Delos 57 (middle of second century), ἐποίειν Miletos 95 resem- 
bles ἤσκειν T 388 in adopting the -ν after a contracted ee, con- 
trary to the ordinary rule. Other forms are ἐπεστάτει Iasos, 
J. H. δ. IX 341, Nos. 2 and 3, 342 No. 4, Zeleia 114 B τ and 
perhaps in the Parian inscription, C. I. G. 238449, add. 1. 2-3; 
ὡμολόγει Mykonos 92... In Bechtel’s No. 6 ἐποίη is Eleian. 
The testimony of the inscriptions is unanimous in favour of -ει. 

In the lyric poets, exclusive of ἔπλεε Theog. 12 (cf. Ξ 257), 


1 In Hrd. ὅς; ἐλιπάρεον we may have synizesis; but the tribrach is per- 
mitted in the second foot. 

? When the Gram. Vat. 699 cites νόει, ποίει it is for the purpose of showing 
the omission of the augment. 
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we find only -e: ἐδόκει Theog. 960, ἐφόρει Archil. 93, where 
vvvy would have been the alternative ; Hippon. tr. 47 ᾧκει in 
the MSS. (Schneid. and Bergk οἴκει, Meineke οἰκεῖ). At the 
period of Hipponax it was not usual for the first foot of the 
lambic measure to consist of —Uv. Sim. Amorg. 28 ἐκίνει 
(vy was not admissible in the arsis of the trimeter); Anakr. 
@voxdet 32,3 ἐπο[ί]ει Hrd. 4... 

In by far the greater number of instances Herodotos has -ee. 
Thus ἐδόκεε, ἐχώρεε, ἐκάλεε and even after o in the case of νοέω 
(evdee 1 155, VIII 103, ἐπενόεε I 27, III 31, but ἐπενόει 11 152 
A BCa), and o in ποιέω (ἐποίεε LIT 9g, VII 156). Forms in -e 
occur as follows: ἠπόρει III 78, ὠφέλει 111 126, ἐξήρκει VII τότ. 
See also on the imperfect of - verbs. 

In Hippokrates, both Littré and Ermerins contract -εε in νοέω, 
but after consonants we find now -ee now -e. Thus κατενόει 11 
686, 690, 692, 702, 706 (dis), 714, III 34, 40 (dis), 42 (quater), 
44, 48, 50, 62, 64, 110, 112, 122, 140, 142; mapevdes III 140; 
dvevder rejected by Littré III 42. Other examples of -εἰ are: 
ἐλήρει 11 688, 706, 712; ᾧκει IT 666 (015), 682, 684, 702, 111 
243; ἐδυσφόρει 111 40; ἠρρώστει IL 2903 παρηκολούθει V 370; 
διετέλει 1626; ἐξεπύει 11 706; ἠφώνει 11714; οὔρει 11 686, 692, 
708 and many other forms in the genuine tractates. Littré edits 
-εε in ἤλγεε 11 690(v.0. -εἰ), 704 (-ει vulgo), 708 bis (-εἰ v.d.), IIT 
52 (-εἰ v.l.), 64 (-ec vulgo); ἐπόνεε II 290 (-εἰι A), TI 44 (-εἰ v. 2), 
50 (-ει v. 4); ἐδόκεε V 2043 ἡμορράγεεν 11 600 (-εἰ A). 

Aretaios 201 has ἐπόθεε. 

The MSS. of the excerptors of the other prosaists have -e., 6.7.» 
ὑπεχώρει Melissos 14, ἐδόκει 17, ἐποίει Anaxag. 6 (περιχώρεε in 6 
is due to Mullach), φκει Pherek. Leros 55. In Protagoras ἐδόκεε 
has been read. 


The iteratives appear in our texts with the form -éecxoy, which is open to 
suspicion. In Hdt.I 186 Rdz only have ἀπαιρέεσκον, in IV 200 all the MSS. have 
ἤχεσκε, 2 ἔχεσκε, which recent editors change to ἠχέεσκε (Bredow ἐχέεσκε)- 
Asios in Athen. 525 F used φοίτεσκον, from Ionic φοιτέω -- φοιτάω. In the 
middle the forms with hyphaeresis are better supported, but in the following 
occurrences of the active -έεσκον is the uniform MS. reading: πωλέεσκε I 196, 
ποιέεσκον 1 36. In Herodotos iteratives from contract verbs are confined to 
those in -ew, while Homer had -acxe and -εσκε. 


3. Ht. ἠξίου, ἐδικαίου (ἐδικαίευ, an hyper-Ionism, v. AWW πὸ} 
IV 154; cf. § 690). 


666.] Plural First Person. 


1. -aopev=wpev except when it passes into -coper. 
2. -eouev is either retained or becomes -εὑμεν. 
3. -ow verbs always have -οὐμεν. 


- 
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667.| Plural Second Person. 

I. -aTe. 

2. -eire, not -eere as often in the prose monuments, 
3. -oure from -ow verbs. 


668.| Plural Third Person. 

I. -aov=-ov, 6.5. ἐθυμίων Hdt. VIII 99, κατέκλων IX 62. 

2. -eov is generally retained. -evy is very rare. The inscrip- 
tions have -εον in ἐθόρεον Thasos (L.) 7 A 2, 8 A 6, 9,. 

Herodotos has ἐποίεον! VII 36, ΙΧ 6, 8, 11, 104, ἐπενόεον V 
65, ἀέθλεον 1 67, VII 212 (Xenophanes 2,, has ἀεθλεύω as Hdt. 
V 22), ἐπλούτεον III 57 (Greg. Kor. § 14), ἐφρόνεον II 162, 
κατηγόρεον II 113 (though there is a notable number of ev’s in 
its vicinity (113, 115, 118). εἰρώτευν I 158 (ὃ 637, 1 (2)) con- 
tracts -eov <-aov. Cf. ἐπειρώτεον I 67. 

Herakl. has ὕμνεον 127, Hippokrates διετέλεον II 640, ἐπερρί- 
yeov 11 642 bis (cf. ὃ 687, 3), ἐπενόσεον 11 646, ἤρεον V 88 (else- 
where in the late epic). 

Menekrates has ἐδόκεον, ἐπολέμεον, Vita Hom. ὑλάκτεον. 

In the poets -cov is never open. Cf. ἐφρόνεον Archil. 112, 
-evy in ἐφίλευν Theog. 786, ἐσύλευν <-aov, Hrd., Class. Rev. V 
481, frag. 3, ἐπορνοβόσκευν 277. 

Atticisms are ἐδόκουν Theog. 1381 (where it may be original), ἐκάλουν 
Hat. ΙΧ τι. 


_ 3. -ovv in ἐπλήρουν Hdt. 1 171, ἐδηίουν V 8g (ἐδικαίευν III 79 
is an hyper-Ionism; § 690). On ἐπερρίγουν Hippokr. II 642 
(4, Littré -εον), see § 637, 6. 


PRESENT, MIDDLE AND PASSIVE. 


Indicative. 


669.| Singular First Person. 


1. ἀρριχῶμαι Hippon. 104, πτοιῶμαι Mimn. 5,, ἑσσῶμαι 
Hrd). 8, 

2. φορεῦμαι Anakr. 38, ἀλεῦμαι Theoge. 575, αἰδεῦμαι Solon 
tetr. 32, (vulgo -οῦμαι, which may be correct), ἀπαρνεῦμαι Hrd. 
249 παραιτεῦμαι 5ro- 

Examples of -εῦμαι in prose are διηγεῦμαι Herakl. 2 (in the 
Fit. auct. 14 Herakl. uses -ἐομαι), Hippokr. III 100, ποιεῦμαι 
Hdt. IX ττι, Hippokr. VII 490. Hdt. has elsewhere co 


1 


ἐποίευν is called Doric and Ionic Hdn. ΤΙ 330, (Choirob. 52815). 
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generally, but ev in προαιδεῦμαι III 140, αἱρεῦμαι IIT 142, the 
only case of any contraction in this verb (cf. αἱρέονται, αἱρέοντο 
and even αἱρεόμενος), and also ἀξιεῦμαι V 106 (ὃ 690). 

Lukian 7716. auct. 6 has σιτέομαι. 

3. γουνοῦμαι Anakr. I,, 2¢. 


670.] Singular Second Person. 

In verbs in -ew we may admit -έαι from -έεαι by hyphaeresis. 
Cf. Homer’s πωλέ᾽ ὃ 811, μυθέαι β 202, μυθεῖαι 0180. As it 
stands, μυθεῖαι is an old form (=-éear, which might be read) 
though preserved in a very late book. In Anakr. 12 we find 
δινέαι, in Hdt. IIT 34 ἐπαινέαι (not -éear as Pz), φοβέαι I 39 
τὸ P). Here A C* have φοβέαι with superscribed ε between 
ε and a. 


671.| Singular Third Person. 


I. leparat Miletos 100,; πλανᾶται Archil. 56,, μνᾶται Anakr. 
68, βιᾶται Solon 13,,, ἀλᾶται 13,,. Hdt. has μηχανᾶται I 21, 
&e., ἐπαιτιᾶται IT 121 (8), βιᾶται IIL 80, σμᾶται 1X 110 (σμῆται 
Antiph. com. frag. II] 81), Demokritos κτᾶται 184 (§ 687, 2), 
Hellanikos ἀναρριχᾶται 178. ἀνιᾶται occurs in Demokr. 184, 
Melissos 4, £1 (Simplicius). Hippokr. III 204 has ἐσφλᾶται. 

οἷ, ixvetrat Halikarn. 238,, (fifth century); Sim. Amorg. 
ποιεῖται Feo, κινεῖται 77;. Hven if the forms had been properly 
open, synizesis was not permitted in the arsis of the iambic 
measure. προκαλεῖται Anakr. 14,, ὀρχεῖται 20,; Hrd. has 
αἱρεῖται 354, δωρεῖται 655, ὠθεῖται 454. 

Herodotos: ποιέεται, &c., with -ce- everywhere, except μυεῖται 
in all MSS., VIII 65. In all these forms -ee- is out of date in 
the fifth century. Lukian puts μυθέεται into the mouth of Hdt., 
De Domo 20. In other writers of Ionic prose: Herakl. ἀφικνεῖται 
18 (Stob., -έεται is conjectural), ἐξικνεῖται 12 (Plut.), διαχέεται 
(ἢ 637, 2), and μετρέεται 23 (Clem. Alex.), ὠνέεται 105 (Iambli- 
chos); Demokr. ἐρέεται ὅ-- ἐρᾶται (Demokrates), ἀκέεταιξ 80 
where Clem. Alex. has ἀφαιρεῖται in the same frag.), ποιέεται 123 
(Stob.); Melissos συγχωρεῖται (Simpl.) 1, κινεῖται 5, 14 (G08), 15, 
according to Simpl.; Hekat. κινεῖται 284 (Steph. Byz.), μυθεῖται 
332, καλεῖται 260. Pherekydes of Leros has ποιεῖται 44, a frag- 
ment containing several genuine Ionisms. All the cases of 
καλεῖται (τό, 85, 89, 114 A) are in Atticized fragments. So too 
ἀφικνεῖται 34; Hellanikos has καλέεται in 160, which contains 
ἐνοικοῦντες. 

In Hippokrates there are many examples of the correct form, 


1 πωλεῖται is called Ionic in contrast to a supposed Aiolic πωλῆται in An, 
Ox. I 36255. 
2 Hippokrates VI 294 used the active ἀκέουσιν. 


΄ 
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e.g. καλεῖται V 656, ἀφικνεῖται 664, οὐρεῖται 720. The resolved 
form appears in Littré, e.g. in ἀφικνέεται IL 70 (valyo -el-), 
οὐρέεται II 38, VII 160 (so 0, vulgo -ει-), καλέεται III 84, 208, 
V 588, VIII 366 (4), ποιέεται IL 128 ds, V 644, κρατέεται IL 
638, εὐπορέεται 111 τοῦ (vulgo -ει-), ἐμέεται 11 184 (vulgo -ει:). 

Euseb. Mynd. 59 has ἀποστερέεται, 63 ἡγέεται, Aretaios 32 
cases of -εε- to 3 of -et- (ἐμεῖται 1, καλεῖται 102, παρωθεῖται 297). 
In Arrian we have 12 cases of -ece-; Abydenos δωρέεται 9. 

3. τρυχοῦται Mimn. 2:5, λαχνοῦται Solon 27,, λοῦται Sim. 
Amorg. 7,3, στεφανοῦται Anakr, 41,, ἀλλοτριοῦται Hdt. I 120, 
βιοῦται 11 177, ἀλλοιοῦται Herakl. 36, ἑτεροιοῦται Meliss. 12, 
καρποῦται Demokr. 236, ἀμαυροῦται Hippokr. V 644, μισθοῦται 
Vita Hom. 4. 


672.] Plural First and Second Persons. 

A. 1. διαιτώμεθα Hdt. IV 114. 

2. -εόμεθα and -εῦμεθα. 

3. -ούμεθα. On ἀντιεύμεθα Hdt. IX 26, see § 690. 

B. 1. πειρᾶσθε Hdt. 1V 127. 

2. ἡγεῖσθε Herakl. n R.M. XV 605, where Neumann read 
-ec- in order to accommodate the form to Hdt.’s ποιέεσθε IX 7. 

3. -οὔσθε. 


673.| Plural Third Person. 


1. αἰτιῶνται Hdt. IV 94, Hippokr. II 78, ὀσμῶνται Herakl. 
38, ἰῶνται Hippokr. 11 78, ἐπισπῶνται IL 312, ὀριγνῶνται 
tira 

2. Theog. 290 ἡγέονται but μωμεῦνται 369, as if from μωμέομαι 
(cf. μωμεύμενος 169); Solon 4,, has preserved the Attic ἱκνοῦνται. 
φορεῦνται Parmenides 48. 

In Hdt. we expect, and find, ποιεῦνται I 132, 140, IV 70, &e., 
except IV 180, where all MSS. have -εο-. Elsewhere we have 
-έονται, except ἡγεῦνται IV 2 (-εο- P Fz), καλεῦνται V 108 (-εο- 
C Pz), and διανοεῦνται IX 54 in all MSS. [cf. § 637, 1 (2)]. 
ἀνιεῦνται VII 236, if correct, is used in a future sense and as an 
analogue of κομιεῦνται, &c. Stein accepts ἀκεῦνται in his school 
edition. 

Herakl. αἱρεῦνται 111, μυεῦνται 125; Demokr. dwpéovra 13 
(Stob. -ov-), ποιέονται 47, 126, αἰτέονται 461; Pherek. καλέονται 
85; Hippokr. διαιτεῦνται IL 68, 72, καλεῦνται 11 68, 76, 
ἀσθενεῦνται 11 316, ὀχεῦνται 11 68, δυσαρεστεῦνται IX 368, 
ἡγεῦνται 11 240 (A), ἀφικνέονται IL 50, 150, ποιέονται 11 56, &e. 
Vita Hom. has ἀπικνέονται 5, 6, Luk. V. A. κινέονται 4, συνει- 
λέονται 14. 


1 γνεῦνται Mullach I 371, cited sometimes from Demokritos, does not exist 
(MSS. νοῦνται). The fragment is hard to restore. 
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3: ἀποχωλοῦνται Hippokr. IL 78, ῥυσμοῦνται Demokr. τό, 
λοῦνται Hdt. I 198, τοξοῦνται Aret. 10. 


Suljunctive. 


674.] -aw verbs are inflected as in Attic. 


675.] From -ew verbs we have ποιῆται Chios 174 C11 (εἴ. 
προθῆται Halikarn. 238,,). This exemplifies the contraction 
supported in the MSS. of Hat. in δηλῆται LV 187, ἐξηγῆται VI 
74 all MSS. (-en- V 23), IX 66 (-en- R), ποιῆται IX 45, VI 57 
(4 BC 4), 1118 and IV 65 (4 BR, i.e. Stein’s archetype), φοβῆ- 
ται VII 36(A4 BR). Herodas has ἡγῆται 543, θεωρῆται 545. 

Demokritos has ἐπιμελῆται (Ὁ) and μετρῆται 41, ποιῆται 188. In 
Hippokrates the hyper-Ionic -ey- is very frequent, ¢.g. ὠφελέηται 
11 374, κινέηται 111 258, ποιέηται VII 514. 

Lukian has ἀπηγέηται Astrol. 22, Euseb. Mynd. 53 ἀπαιτέηται, 
Aretalos ἀκέηται 25, ἐμέηται 31, μετακινέηται 62, but ἀνεμῆται 
322. 

In the third plural we have κινέωνται Hippokr. II 126, ποιέων- 
ται, 6.7. Philip of Pergamum, δ. C. H. ΤΙ 273. 


676.| -ow verbs are inflected as in Attic. 


Ontative. 


677.| χολῷτο Theog, 325, σιγῷτο Hat. III 82, νικῷτο IX το, 
κοιμῷτο IIT 38, ὀπτῷτο VIII 137, &c., ὀδυνῷτο Hippokr. III 256, 
ἀνιῷτο Melissos 4 and 11, according to Mullach (Diels with 
Simplicius ἀνιᾶται). ἀνιῷτο Hdt. IIT 1, ἀνιῷατο IV 130. 


678.] -ew verbs: ἐνθυμοίμεθα Sim. Amorg.2,. In Hdt. after 
consonants we find both the older and the younger forms: 
καλέοιτο V 76, ἀπικνέοιτο I 29, λυπεοίατο I gg, and δωροῖτο II 
126 (Rd), φοβοῖτο VII 87 (R); after vowels ποιοῖτο VIL 48, VIII 
67 (-oivro A B, -ἔοιντο C). The rule has been accepted by some 
that after consonants eo, after vowels οὐ, is the correct form in 
Ionic. This is, however, applicable to the MSS. of Hdt., not to 
the wider horizon of Ionic literature. The testimony of φρονοῖμεν 
and ἐνθυμοίμεθα in Simonides of Amorgos and of φιλοῖεν in 
Anakreon shows, not that the forms in eo. above mentioned 
are wrong, but that contract forms had been adopted in pre- 
Herodoteian Tonic. The archaism ἀνωθεοίη Teos 156 A 11 does 
not invalidate this statement. 


+ 
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Demokr. has according to Stobaios ἀμελέοιτο 213, but ποιοῖτο 
2. Simplicius has preserved Melissos’ μετακοσμέοιτο (11). ΠΙΡ- 
pokr. has ποιέοιτο IT 110, λυπέοιτο IT 134, ἀφαιρέοιτο IT 356, 
οὐρέοιτο II 140, ἀπολωφέοιτο ep. 17,4 Lukian Syr, dea 26 
λυπέοιτο, ἐξαπατέοιτο 27 as if from -έομαι. 


679.| -ow verbs are inflected as in Attie. 


Imperative. 


680.] πειρῶ Theog. 358, κνῶ Hrd. 83, πειράσθω Tyrt. 1244. 


681.| ποιοῦ Theog. 753 and αἰδοῦ 1179 are Atticisms, even if 
the latter is from αἴδομαι (αἴδεο Φ 74, &c.). 

Hdt. has -εοἱ in airéo I go, ἀκέο II] 40, Avaéo VIII 100, 
ἐξηγέο III 72, LV 9, ἀπικνέο V 24, φοβέο VII 50, 52, ποιέο VIII 
68 (a), Demokr. 142 mpodvpéo ; -ev in φοβεῦ 1g, ποιεῦ IV 9, VIII 
100. On the hyphaeresis see Fritsch in Curtius Studien VI 128, 
where it should have been noted that in -ειε-σαι, not mm -eFe-oa, 
is the loss of one ε permissiblein Homer. Cf. μυθέαι by the side 
of μυθεῖαι. In the imperative however we do not find -ειο. 

In Oropos 18,, we find τελείσθω, in Chalkis 13, αἱρείσθω. 
Tyrt. 11, has φοβεῖσθε, Hrd. 7.1 θηεῖσθε, Anakr. 42 ἀναχείσθω:". 

Hippokr. has -eu- in ἐμείσθω V 708 and IT 144 (several MSS.) 
but ποιεέσθω VIL 190. Aret. εὐπορείσθω 279, ἑψείσθω 202, 331. 


682.] -ow verbs are inflected as in Attic. ἀνακοινέο Theog. 73 
must come from -κοινέω, not from -κοινόω. Pindar has κοινάω. 


Infinitive. 


683.| 1. Verbs in -aw have throughout -ac0a. except in 
πειρῆσθαι, διαιτῆσθαι, &c.,in Hippokrates, § 637, 1 (1). Herodotos 
has e.g. ὁρᾶσθαι, ἀνιᾶσθαι, Theognis ἰᾶσθαι 433, ἀγορᾶσθαι 159, 
Miletos 100, προϊερᾶσθαι, Diog. Apoll. 6 κυβερνᾶσθαι. κρεμᾶσθαι 
Hippokr. I 592, 11 288 should be read κρέμασθαι, which occurs 
in I} 152. εὐνᾶσθαι Aret. 272 is the only prose instance of the 
uncompounded form. 

2. Verbs in -ew?, ἐπιμελεῖσθαι Orop. 18, (cf. ἐπιμέλεσθαι 


* The Homeric ἀποαιρέο is called Ionic by the interlinear schol. Ven. A on A 
275. For ἄλευ᾽ (ἰωνικῶς) Diogen. ΤΙ 56, read ἀλεῦ (Schulze, Quaest. epicae, 64). 

* Joh. Gr. 235, 240, Greg. Kor. 36, Gram. Leid. 629 πονέεσθαι (πονέσθαι 
Meerm. 650, Vat. 694, κλονέσθαι Meerm. 650, on the view that ε might appear 
in place of εἰ as in δέξω -- δείξω). 
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Thasos 71,); Tyrtaios has μυθεῖσθαι 4,, where μυθέεσθαι would 
have been impossible; Hrd. ἡγεῖσθαι τ... Herodotos: ποιέεσθαι 
about twenty times, but & has ποιεῖσθαι 11 τ. Contraction after 
οἱ in the finite forms of this verb is very rare in the MSS. 
After o we have διανοέεσθαι II 121 (δ), but διανοεῖσθαι VI 86 (ὃ) 
in 4 BCd. Cf. the present and imperfect of νοέω. 

Other Ionic prosaists have -e.- very often according to the 
MSS. of their excerptors: Demokrates has αἱρεῖσθαι 3,92, δατεῖσθαι 
71, αἰδεῖσθαι 100, 235, ποιεῖσθαι 128, ἐπαινεῖσθαι 204, ἡγεῖσθαι 
212. The open forms are ἐνθυμέεσθαι 50,0 (sic Stob., but -εἰ- in 
92), ἀρκέεσθαι 20, (various conj.), μιμέεσθαι 114 (cf. 113), φιλέε- 
σθαι τότ (Demokrates). Diogen, Apoll. ἐννοεῖσθαι 4 (Simpl.); 
Melissos κινεῖσθαι 5 (Simpl.). 

Hippokrates has -ee- in many cases, 6.9. ἐνθυμέεσθαι 11 14, 
170 (most MSS.) 188, ποιέεσθαι IT 280, IIT 214, 228, 230, 252, 
ἀνειλέεσθαι II 138 (-ει- one MS.), V 694, ταλαιπωρέεσθαι II 72, 
αἰωρέεσθαι III 442, σκοπέεσθαι 1] 634, 678 (-ει- vulgo), III 100, 
ἐκλαλέεσθαι TV 630, πονέεσθαι IT 184 dis, ἀριθμέεσθαι IT 170 bis, 
σιτεῖσθαι II 246 (A), but -έεσθαι 11 288, σκοπεῖσθαι IIT 212, 258, 
260. Arrian’s only case of -ει- is ἐξικνεῖσθαι 24,; Aretaios has 
-εἶσθαι only 73, 321. Lukian’s V7. auct. has αἱρέεσθαι 6. 

. Verbs in -ow. ἐπανανεοῦσθαι Eretria 15,; Theog. μαυροῦ- 
oar 192, Hdt. κατορθοῦσθαι, ἐξισοῦσθαι, &c., ἑτεροιοῦσθαι Melissos 


17, Diog. Apoll. 2; λοῦσθαι Hat. III 124, Hippokr. VII 74. 


Participle. 


884. 1. -aw verbs have -ώμενος, 6.5. κυκώμενος Archil. 66,, 
and MSS. Solon 13,, (κακούμενον Bergk), ἀλώμενος Tyrt. 10,,, 
στρωφώμενος Theog. 247, πλανώμενος Sim. Amorg. 7,,, Solon 
46,0» λωβωμένῃ Sim. Amorg. 749), ἀμφιδηριώμενος 7.15. πειρώ- 
μενος Solon 1357, γεγανώμενος Anakr. 13 A. 

Herodotos has -ώμενος, without any variant, in the verbs 
αἰτιάομαι, ἀλάομαι, ἀνακτάομαι, Bidw, διαιτάω, épdw, θεάομαι, θηράω, 
κραυγανάω, λωβάομαι, νικάω, πλανάω, στρωφάω. On other forms 
(-edpevos, -εώμενος) see ὃ 688. 

τιμώμενος Hippokr. IL 80, Demokr. 231, πειρώμενος Herakl. 2, 
Pherekydes of Leros 33, ἰώμενος Pherekydes 76. 

2. Verbs in -ew!. In the lyric poets we have unanimous 
testimony to the contraction of -εο-. Archil. trim. 32, πονευμένη, 
44 ποιεύμενος, 46 πολευμένῳ, 102 σαλευμένη, 128 ἐξαλεύμενος ; 
Sim. Amorg. κλονεύμενοι 1ης» μυθεύμενος 71g, φορευμένη 74 (Stob. 


1 λυπεόμενος Joh. Gr. 240 B, Gram. Meerm. 652, Aug. 668, Vat. 698, Birnb. 
678,, moreduevos Aug. 668, μαχεόμενος Meerm. 652, Vat. 698. 


fd 
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B-ov-), ἀλευμένη 751; Solon 134; φορεύμενος, trim. 361, τρομευμένους, 
the only contracted form of this poetic (and Hippokratic) verb, 
trim. 37, κυκεύμενος ; Mimn. 7, δηλεύμενος ; Theog. 169 μωμεύ- 
μενος. ποιεύμενος occurs in an iambic line preserved by Stobaios 
28, 18; ὠνευμένης in Hrd. 7... The cases of -ev- in the early 
iambists awaken suspicion, as we elsewhere have eo. The writing 
ev recalls that in vogue in the fifth century. 


Attie forms are πονούμενον Theog. 1359, Φιλουμένη Paros 66, ἀδικούμενον 
C. I. 6. 2919 (but the document is a modern forgery). Genuine Ionic is 
apixve(o μένων Oropos 183. 


Verbs in -ew usually show -εόμενος. This is the case even 
in Herodotos! who has the greatest number of cases of -εύμενος. 
These are given in the note below. Before μ᾽ there is evident 
a tendency to write ev ; as if the scribes thought eo (which they 
judged to be dissyllabic) with -wevos would produce too many 
short syllables. 


aiwpéw VII 61, 92; ἀπολογέω VII 161 (-ov- Β) ; ἀπορέω II 121 (vy); εἱλέω IT 
76; ἡγέομαι IL 93 (ἡγέονται bis same chapter), 113 (κατηγόρεον soon after), 
115, VII 161; θηέομαι VII 44, 146, 212, VIII 88; θυμέομαι IX 723 ἱκνέομαι ΤΙ 
105 (-eo- Rd), 178, IIL 9, VI 65, 86 α (-eo- C), cf. VI 65, 84 (-ev- R); καλέω IL 
56, 72, 79, 97, 113 (-eo- C), 118, 124, 156 (-eo- CPD), 178 (-eo- CP), III 106 
(οἰκεόμενος same chapter), IV 20 (-eo- R), 85, 93, 175, V 31 (-e0- 7), 108 (-εο- 
ABCd), VI 79 (-e0- PRz), VII 77, 170 (-eo- A BCd), IX 48; ef. II 41 (-ev- AB), 
154 (-ev- R), καλεόμενος III 13 and elsewhere ; καλλιερέω VI 82; λυπέω ΙΧ 94; 
μυθέω II 121 (8); ναυπηγέω II 96, VI 46; νοέω 111 122, V 363; πιεζέω 111 146 
(ABR), VI 108 (-o- Cz), VIII 142 (-ο- BCz); πολιορκέω V 115 bis (-eo- 7, and 
-eo- B’r) ; cf. I 26 (-ev- CP), ΤΙ 157 (-ev- R), III 13 (-ev- CP dz); τελέω II 152, 
III 134 (-eo- d?), VII τό (-ov- P); τιμωρέω 111 50 (-co- R); ὑπισχνέομαι II 152, 
III 74 (-ov- 4B), VIII 106, ef. V 51 (-eo- all MSS.); φορέω III τού, 146, VII 
10 (0); ὠθέω VI 83; ὠνέομαι 1165; ὠφελέω 11 68, -εο- ΡΠ 5 (-εο- same chapter, 
where d has -ev-). 


In the case of ποιέω, Hdt. has ποιεύμενος very frequently. In 
a small number of instances we find ποιεόμενος : I 37, 68 (same 
chapter -εύμενος), 73. θηέομαι, too, contracts εο to ev. 

In other prose writers than Herodotos: Herakl. κινεόμενος 84 
(conj.); Demokr. θυμεόμενος 27 bis, -μεύμενος 20.9, τελεύμενα 71, 
λυπεόμενος 29, κινεόμενος 20, (Stob. -ov-), ὑπηγεομένης 92, μωμεο- 
μένων 123, καλεομένης 211, ἐρεόμενος (?) (with accus.) for ἐρώμενος 
6; Anaxag. κινεόμενος dis 7 (Simpl. -ov-); Diog. Apoll. καλεό- 
μενος 6 (Simpl. -ov-); Meliss. κινεόμενος 4 (Simpl. -ov-); Hekat. 
ποιεόμενος 350 (Longinos -ov-). Hippokrates has -εόμενος 
usually, 6... ἀφικνεόμενος 11 14, ἐπιρροφεόμενος 11 358, καλεόμενος 


: Forms in -ov are to be rejected : ἀπολογούμενος VII 161 in B, πολιορκούμενος 
I 26 in A, IIT 13 in AB, ἐπιμετρούμενος III gi in all MSS., ἀφαιρούμενος 
Hippokr. VI 494, σκοπούμενος III 258, ἡγούμενος I 612 (A) &c. 
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II 224, but ἀφικνεύμενος II 76, ἐμεύμενος IL 144 (same page 
ἐμεόμενος), ποιεύμενος IT 362, III 442, VI 74, 514, ἐνθυμεύμενος 

42, ἐννοεύμενος IT 50, σκοπεύμενος II 50 (-ov- vulgo, ef. III 
258), σιτεύμενος VI 54 (A) whereas Hdt. VI 57 as Hippokr. II 
282, 288, has -εο-, κλονεύμενος VIII 18, ἀδηλεύμενος VIII 18, 
ἡγεύμενος IL 110, 242, ἐναιωρεύμενος II 116, φιλοτιμεύμενος IX 
358. Vita Hom. 33 καλεόμενος (only case of -εο-), ποιεύμενος 23, 
Lukian’s /. A. ὠνεόμενος 14, Aret. 313 dweduevos. Attic forms 
sometimes occur in Lukian (dséro/. 19) and Arrian (20,). πωλεύ- 
μεναι Prometh. 645 trim. as B 55, p 534. 

3. Verbs in -ow. Archil. γουνουμένῳ 75,, χολούμενος 95, and 
so Solon 34,. In 13,, Bergk follows Lobeck in reading κακού- 
μενον for the MS. κυκώμενον, Herodotos has ἑσσούμενος, ἀντιού- 
μενος, Hippokr. ἀποκορυφούμενος, &e., Diog. Apoll. 6 ἑτεροιουμένων, 
Vita Hom, 5 ἀνδρούμενος. 


Imperfect. 


685.| 1. Verbs in -aw. ἤραο Xenoph. 5,, ἐστρωφᾶτο Archil. 
33, ᾽ποτᾶτο 186, ἐκοιμᾶτο Hippokr. III 48, ἀπεπειρᾶτο Hat. I 46, 
κατηρῶντο Hippon. 11. ἠργορόωντο Hdt. VI 11 cannot stand. 

2. Verbs in -εω. Hdt. has ἡγεύμην 11 115, ἐποιέετο about 30 
times, ἐπορθέετο I 84, ἐμιμέετο V 67. Hippokr. has éPedréeto V 
204, but ὠχλεῖτο V 196 (ὠφελέει same page). -ev- occurs in 
ἐποιεύμεσθα, Hrd. 4,,. τεοντοῖ and -evvro in the third plural: 
ἡγέοντο Hdt. VII 40, διενοεῦντο VI 133, προηγεῦντο VII 40, 
ἐκαλεῦντο VII 74, ἐποιεῦντο V 63, VII 138, Hippokr. IX 348. 
ἐρριπτεῦντο Hrd. Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 2,. Forms that have 
been Atticized occur, ¢.g. ἐποιοῦντο Herakl. 127. 


The inflection of the verb behold presents great difficulties’. Two forms 
are certainly Ionic: θηέομαι, θεάομαι. (1) θηέομαι -- Doric θᾶέομαι ὅ.«, ᾿θᾶ[ €-1o-pat, 
is found in θηεῖτο ἡ 133, ἐθηεῖτο Hdt. I 10 (-ηῆτο Rbdz), 68, IV 85 (-nijro dz), 
VII 44, 56, 100, 208 (-ηῆτο d); ἐθηεῦντο III 136, VIII 25 ; θηεῖσθε Hrd. 75, 5 
Onedpevos Hdt. VII 44, 146, 212, VIII 88. Homer has eight forms from θηέομαι; 
one from @edoua. Hesiod has θηήσομαι, θηητός, Aret. 312 θηητός in G (θεητός 
H.V.). (2) @edoua*t, as in Attic, from *@ndowa < *0aFG-10-uu. Hdt. has 


1 δ) πονέοντο Joh. Gr. 240. 

2 Cf, Johansson, ἢ. V. C. 149, B. B. XV 173. ᾿ 

8. βᾷέομαι (Pindar) from *6afa, Syrakusan θάᾶ. θᾶεῖτο in Theokr. is not from 
*gadero, but from *@aéero, because a becomes ε before o, not before ε (Schmidt, 
Neutra, p. 327). θᾶητός is found in Pindar and Theokritos. With θᾶτῆρας" 
θεατάς < θαᾶ-, cf. Hom. θηητήρ, whose second is different from that of 
Onn os. 

ie Dindorf, praef. XXXVII, thinks the forms from θεάομαι in Hat. are due 

to a copyist, and doubts even θεηταί, θέητρον. ἀξιοθέητος he is constrained to 
accept because of θέης ἄξιος. 
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θεώμενος III 32, VI 67, VII 208 (as Aret. 91), θεήσεαι, θεησόμενος, -σασθαι (as 
Hippokr. IX 348), -oduevos often (I 11 AP, other MSS. -ηησάμενον), I 30 (Ὁ 
-ηησάμενον), II 106 (Rd -emoduevov), LV 87 (Rd -nnoduevos), ἐθεήσατο VII 128 
(IV 87 Rdz -nhoaro), -avro VI 120 (III 23 PRz, 24 ΡΒ ἀξ -ηήσαντο). From 
the same stem we have θέη < ἔθήη, in Hdt. I 25, IX 25 (θέαι Hrd. 1,9) = Attic 
θέα, θεηταί Hdt. IIL 139, θέητρον VI 21, θέημα Sim. Amorg. 7.1 (Doric θᾶἄημα « 
6aFnua), ἀξιοθέητος Hdt. often. θεη- is contracted to θη- in ἵνα μιν θησαίατ᾽ o 
19I (a θηησαίατ᾽ Kirchhoff), θησάμενος Abdera 162 (metrical), θήσεσθε Hrd. 
755. We see no reason for accepting an Ionic θάομαι in these contracted forms. 
The Doric forms (Ahrens II 342) may be referred to @aoua: or to θᾶμαι, and 
θεώμενος in Hdt. is not necessarily from θᾶομαι. Odeo is certain in the 
Anthology and Hesychios, who has also θάοντα᾽ θεωροῦντα, but Roehl’s (1. G. A. 
409) θάευ τοῦ λίθου in the Naxian inscription must yield to Bentley’s [7]od 
afirod λίθου. Two forms cause great difficulty: ἐθηῆτο, the v.l.in Hdt. and 
ἐθεῆτο in Hippokr. VII 490 according to Littré (ἐθειῆτο in ε, ἐθεᾶτο in seven 
MSS.). These forms, if correct, could come only from an hitherto unknown 
θηήομαι < 0afFa-1o-war, and from θεήομαι < θηη-- ἐθηῆτο, we think, has its 77 
wrongly transferred from ἐθηήσατο, &c. (a reading adopted by Abicht), and 
ἐθεῆτο its en from ἐθεήσατο. Johansson suggests the possibility of deriving 
ἐθεῆτο from ἐθηεῖτο, 1. 6. ἐθήξτο, by metathesis quantitatis, We prefer to regard 
the forms as simple blunders. 


The editors adopt -εέσκετο, ¢.g. m ποιεέσκετο Hdt. VII 5, which 
has the support of only one MS. (q, ἐποιέετο P Fz). The pre- 
ferable form would be ποιέσκετο found in 4 BCd. So in VII 119 
z alone has ποιεέσκετο, the MSS. (except 2 ἐποιέετο) ποιέσκετο. 

3. Verbs in -ow. ἠντιοῦτο Hdt. I 76, ἐκακοῦτο Hippokr. III 
74, ἡτεροιοῦτο Diog. Apoll. 2, παρεκνημοῦντο Hippon. 130. On 
ἐδικαιεῦντο Hdt. III 29, see ὁ 690. 


The Contraction of -εε, -εει. 


686.]| To afford a survey of the usage of Hippokrates, Aretaios 
and the imitators of Herodotos in respect of their adoption of the 
obsolete forms in -ee, -εεὶ from -ew verbs, we present the following 
table. See Lindemann de dialecto Ionica recentiore, pp. 31 ff. 
The names of Asinius Quadratus and Uranius are omitted from 
the list, since they present no pertinent forms. Forms of -eFw 
verbs ($ 637, 2) are included in the enumeration. 
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The Inflection of Verbs im -nw, -we. 


687. | I. -7L@ < -alo. 

διψῇ Hippokr. VI 488, VII 258 (-@ Ermerins wrongly), as in Pindar, διψῆν 
Hat. ΤΙ 24, διψέων (—u-) Archil. 68, from διψήων (cf. διψάων A 584 and Μαχάων, 
Μαχέων § 140, 1). The contracted form appears in διψῶντα Anakr. 57, for 
which Fick would read διψέωντα, διψῶντες Aret. 134, διψῶσαν Astrol. 24 -- 
διψεῦσαν Anthol. Pal. VI 217. In the imperfect, ἐδίψη Hippokr. III 36, 42, 
ἐδίψων II 652. 

The origin cf the long vowel in dude, πεινᾶω still remains obscure. 
Schulze, K. Z. XXIX 269 refers these two verbs to διψᾶσιω, πεινᾶσιω, and 
connects their latter part with »/as burn. But διψῆν, as πεινῆν, may be merely 
an analogue of verbs with primitive 7, 6. 9. ψῆν. 

Spiv Hippokr. III 290, δρῶντα (Attic?) Hrd. 525, for which we should 
expect δρέωντα, δρέοντα, or dpedvra (cf. πηδεῦντα 35). Werbs in -nw in Hrd. 
always contract (cf. under κνάω and ψάω), and the closed forms are known to 
us from the prose monuments. Attic δρᾶν may be from δρᾶ-ειν. 

θυμιῆται Hdt. IV 75, ὑποθυμιήσθω Hippokr. VII 320 have been regarded as 
derived from θυμιήω. We class them with the hyper-Ionisms (8 637, 1 foot- 
note), and in Hdt. read θυμιᾶται with A°R. 

μνᾶομαι we expect to yield μνεώμενος in Hdt. This is found in I 96, but 
only in CPz, MSS. which often affect -ew- where it is not in place. In I 205 
all MSS. have -w-. ἐμνᾶτο I 205 and μνᾶται Anakr. 68 are also from μνᾶομαι, 
if the other forms in -w- are correct. Homer has μνώμενος > 117, but also 
ἐμνώοντο, μνάασθαι, ἕο. μνωόμενος is a certain emendation of Wolf in Hymn 
1 209. 

πεινῇ Hippokr. VI 488, but πεινῶντας Hdt. I 133 which would seem to be 
Attic, cf. mewawy T 25, &e. 


2. -niw (with pan-Hellenic ἡ). 

Whether pan-Hellenic ἡ exists in all of the following forms, 
e.g. σμῆν, ψῆν (Wados), is uncertain. 

(i <*(n-e, Herakl. 25, Diog. Apoll. 6, Hippokr. III 192, VI 42 (subj.). 
ζῶμεν Sim. Amorg. 32 might be from *(éwuer < *Chowev, could we not assume 
a weak stem (a-. Improbable is the derivation from ἔζόωμεν < ζώομεν. (ζῶσι 
Hat. ΤΙ 92, IV 22 (A BR), 23 (ζώουσι R), 103, Hippokr. IL 46, V 672. Bekker, 
Dindorf, Abicht accept only ζώουσι in Hdt. ζῆν < *(yn-ev, Hdt. V 6 (ef. VIL 46 
in PR, Stob.), Demokr. 54, Theog. 1156, Aret. το. Hdt. elsewhere has ζώειν 
which Merzdorf would, and Stein does, adopt in V 6. ζῶν Herakl. 78, ζῶντος 
Hippokr. III 246, Aret. 183, ζῶντι Hippokr. IIL 246, Hdt. IV 94, VII 238 
(ABR), ζῶντα Hat. I 86 bis (in one case B’C have ζώοντα; ζωόντων in same 
chapter), II 162, III το, IV 14, VII 33, 166, ζῶντες Hdt. IV 22, 23, 46 (Cwo- 
Pd), IX 119, Herakl. 67, ζῶντα Hippokr. VI 488, ζώντων Herakl. 123 
(Bernays), ζῶσι Hdt. VI 58, ζῶντας II 69 (Cow- C), VIL 146, ζῶσα TV 205. 

On the forms of ζώω, see below under 3. The second ablaut form Ca- 
cannot be supported by a supposed Kyprian (afe?re, or by δίαιτα (with 
Schmidt, K. Ζ. XXV 151). (ἢ is, moreover, not from *(hf-e, but from Ἐῤφήτιει. 
ἔζην, (ζῆθι are not original forms, the -μι conjugation of ζήιω being later than 


687.] THE INFLECTION OF VERBS IN -na, -wo. 563 


that in -ω. ζῆθι is an analogue of στῆθι (cf. στήτω, ζήτω), and ἔζην is built on 
the pattern of ἔσβην. Cf. Brugmann M.U.1 7. env displaced the earlier 
ἔζων (Cobet, Mise. Orit. 546), 

Hat. has no trace of the ἡ of Ἐκνήιω : κνᾶν VII 239, despite epic κνῇ and 
κνῆται Hippokr. III 490. Herodas has κνῷῶ Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 15. If κνᾷς 
in Aristophanes is incorrect, as Cobet, Meineke and Dindorf maintain, κνᾶν 
would be erroneous in Hdt. But in the case of both Ionic and Attic we 
may assume the existence of κνᾶ-. See below, p. 565. 

Hat. contracts κτάομαι (8 168) in κτῶνται I 135, ΠῚ 98 (-ew- 2), 105, 110, 
κτώμενος I 29, III 134, IV 80. The contraction to -w- is also supported by 
A BR in κτῶνται III 107, where P has κτέονται, Od 2 -ew-, ΤΙ 79 (-e0- P, -ew- Cz), 
III 74 ἐκτέωντο (-εο- P, -ew- C2), Euseb. Mynd. κτώμενος 15, 24; κτᾶσθαι Hat. I 
61, 171 21, 73, VIL 9; κτᾶται Demokr. 184. ἐκτέατο, imperfect in Hdt. VIII 
112 in ABC) (-ee- PR), is certainly wrong (Dindorf ἔκτητο, all the recent 
editors ἐκτᾶτο) ; as is -¢ero, unless a form κτε-, parallel to xpe-, can be shown 
to exist in this verb. See on χράομαι below. ἐκτέαται IV 23 is correct. 

Afi Theognis 299 is not the result of a Dorie contraction of Ade, but of 
pan-Hellenic λήει. If the Kretan form were ληΐω -- ληέω, λῇ might also be 
explained as=An+e7. It is, however, certain that Ado: is to be read in Museo 
Ital. I1 678, 6, and this may stand for A¢(f)o: (Bechtel, Gott. Nachr. 1888, p. 400). 
A Anéw would, however, be a parallel of χρηέομαι (“Ajjos, xpijos). 

νήω heap up (νήει" σωρεύει Hesychios) has passed into the inflection of νέω in 
Herodotos: ἐπινέουσι IV 62, περινεῖν VI 80 (so R, -εειν other MSS.), συννενέαται 
IV 62. Perhaps we should read νηεῖ in the gloss (cf. Hom. ynéw). Photios’ 
νῶντος᾽ σωρεύοντος would point to νάω. vadyra’ νήθοντα has the same con- 
traction. In Hesiod W. D. 777 we may read νῇ for νεῖ and in Hesychios viv 
for νεῖν (spin). 

σμάω would seem to be Ionic, not σμήω : ἐξέσμων Hdt. III 148 (ef. Hesychios), 
διασμῶντες IL 37 (only Clz -ew-,  -εο-), σμᾶται IX 110 (cf. σμωμένην Aristoph. 
frag. 326 Ὁ). σμέονται was a conjecture of Valckenaer in Hdt. VII 209. 
Hippokr. uses σμήχω. 

xpas utterest an oracle, Hdt. IV 155=Attic xphis; χρᾷ 1 55 and 15 times 
elsewhere ; χρᾶν IV 155, VIII 135 bis; xpéwoa VII 111 (χρέουσα Pz) fem. of 
χρέων Hymn I 253 (-- 11 75), cf. χρήων 879; ἔχρη Tyrt. 35 as in Attic. 

χρεώμενος consulting an oracle Hdt. IV 151 (P-e0-); χρέεσθαι 1 157 all MSS. 
(χρᾶσθαι Stein), χρᾶσθαι VIL 141 (χρῆσθαι R), χρῆσθαι I 47 all MSS. (χρᾶσθαι 
Stein) ; ἐχρέωντο I 53, IV 157 (-εο- BPR), V 82 (-e0- Pr), VII 141 (-eo- P). 

χράω (χρή), cf. Epicharmos’ ἀποχρέω, and epic ὁμοκλέω derived from κλή. 
καταχρᾷ Hdt. I 164, ἀποχρᾷ IX 79, ἀποχρῶσι V 31 (cf. χρεῖ (χρέει 3)" δεῖ in 
Hesychios, and ἀποχρέοντι in Archimedes) ; subj. ἀποχρῇ Hippokr. IX 156; 
ἀποχρᾶν (cf. Bekk. An. 4395.) Hdt. III 138, VI 137, VII 148, ΙΧ 48, 94; χρεόν 
V 49 (-edy d2), 109 (-εώὡν dz); ἀπέχρα 1 66 (-η bdz), κατέχρα VII 70; ἀποχρεώ- 
μενος, content, 1 37 ; ἀπεχρᾶτο I 102 all MSS., VIII 14 (-έετο Re, -ῆτο other MSS.). 

From primitive *ypj-1o-war use (8 167) we have the genuine Ionic’ forms 
χρέωμαι, χρέωνται in all MSS. of Hat. to ΤΙ 77, except in a few passages where 
there is a slight support for -eo-, or Attic -w-. From II 77 on we find that P 
has -εο- (except IV 104), all the other MSS. -ew-. MHippokrates prefers 


1 Also Kretan : χρεώμεθα Mus. Ital. III 563, 1. 32. Ἔχρή:ομαι may stand for 
Ἐχρηξεσίομαι, Kretan χρηέομαι < xpos. Or χρηέομαι may be a causative like 
the Skt. pydydyati. It is more probable that we have two distinct forms 
Ἐχρήιομαι and *xpneloua. 
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χρέονται, e.g. II 12, 48 (-w- vulgo), 54, 60, 72, 74, 88 (-o- vulgo), 246 (-w- in A, 
-ew- vulgo), 344 (-w- A); χρεόμεθα VII 224. Herakleitos 111 has χρέωνται in 
Bywater, following Bernays, before whose time χρέονται was read. Neither 
form occurs in the MSS. In Anaxag. 10 Simplicius has χρῶνται. χρέωνται is 
found in Syr. dea 1 (6 MSS., -εο- in 8), χρέονται in 4, Arrian 134, 16,, Aret. 
174. χρῶνται is found in Theog. 161, and the MSS. Arrian 29,5; χρώμεσθα 
Herodas 321. χρᾶται occurs 8 times in the MSS. of Hdt. (Gin I 58 2 has -ee-, 
in III 78 -y-, in IV 50 P & have -ee-) ; elsewhere there is no variation. χρέεται 
is found in Aret. 63, 133, 176, 179. The second person singular is χρᾷ, Ionic 
and κοινή according to the Schol. Ven. A on A 216. Attic is χρῇ. 

In the imperfect Herodotos has ἐχρᾶτοϊ eight times in all MSS., ἐχρῆτο 
once (III 41). Variation exists in II 173 (v.1. -ee-), IIIT 129, VIII 14, 118 
(vl. -ee-), IX 27. ἐχρῆτο is found Herodas 6,;, Hippokr. III τού. 

Hat. has ἐχρέωντο, not ἐχρέοντο" which is found in P (and in other MSS. 
occasionally), II 108, III s7, IV 157, V 68, 82, VI 46; Hippokr. has ἐχρέοντο 
II 226 (-ew- S', -w- gloss. FG). So too Astrol. 7, 23, Huseb. ὃ 4. 

In the subjunctive we find χρέωνται; e.g. Hdt. V 87, Hippokr. II 264. The 
optative is χρέοιτο Hippokr. II 346, but (χρῶτο in A and gloss’, 358 (χρῶτο 
gloss), VII 448. 

Imperative ypéw Hdt. 1155 in all MSS. except AB which have xpéo, the 
reading of Littré in Hippokr. II 516 (χρῶ A), 520 (xpéw 4 C), VIII 440. Stein 
and Kallenberg adopt xpéo in Hdt., but the other form is preferable. xpéw is 
from *xpio, *xpheo. The Attic χρῶ occurs in Herodas 5,; χράσθω Hat. II 123, 
χρεέσθω Hippokr. VIL 176, 182, 184, 216, 234, 244, 246, 288, in VII 168 and 
VIII 260 (-n- in 0); χρήσθω VII 22 bis, 24 ter, 26, 28, 348 (-er- v.l.), VIII 92 
(C0), 5023 χρᾶσθε Hdt. V 92 (a) with -y- in ABd; χράσθων III 81; χρεέσθωσαν 
Hippokr. VI 82 is read by Littré (4 has xpn-). The ending is late. 

χρᾶσθαι appears 22, χρῆσθαι only 6, χρέεσθαι 13 times in all MSS. of Hdt. 
Elsewhere there is variation (12 times), in 3 of which χρῆσθαι is better 
attested than χρέεσθαι, and in 3 others better than χρᾶσθαι. [x ]pEc6[ac] 
Keos 43. may be χρῆσθαι or χρεῖσθαι, of which the former is correct. χρῆσθαι 
is found in Demokr. 188 (Stobaios, who has χρᾶσθαι in 11), Hippokr. III 236, 
VI 302, 342, 516, VII 26, 100, 234, VIII 440, to cite passages where Littré 
adopts this form. In a large number of passages Littré adopts χρέεσθαι 
against the authority of the best MSS. or of the vulgate. A has χρῆσθαι in 
II 254, 356, 364, 366, VI 72, 74 bis, 78, 80, 84 bis, @ has χρῆσθαι VI 602; cf. 
also III 304, VI 72. The vulgate has -y- in II 78, 180, 268, VI 76, ἕο. No 
variant from χρέεσθαι is given in II 30, IV 162, VI 516, 662, VIL 168, 176, 
190, 330. Littré even reads on the same page (VI 516) χρέεσθαι and χρῆσθαι. 
Kiihn adopts χρέεσθαι in Aretaios 188, 195, 198, 202, 203, 204, 303. 

χρεώμενος (cf. χρεώμενος Ψ 834 and Eust. ad loc.) is the correct form in 
Herodotos. P and sometimes other MSS. have -co-, 6. 9. II τοῦ PR. χρώμενος 
is foreign to the dialect of the historian’. This form in Kallenberg’s text 
I 131 must be an error. χρεώμενος is edited in Herakl. 62 (Ὁ), Hippokr. II 62 
(-w- vulgo), LX 404 epist. (vulgo, -eo- v.1.), Abydenos 9 (-eo- v.1.). 

xpeduevos is generally adopted in Hippokrates: IL 254 (-w- A), 260 (-w- 
vulgo), 264 (-w- A), 280 bis (-ew- v.1., -w- A), 308 (-w- A, -ew- C), 342 (-ew- vulgo, 


1 Cf. Bekk. Anecd. I 423o.. 

* Greg. Kor. § 15 cites this form ag Ionic: ἐχράοντο éxpéovto τὸ a εἰς € 
τρέποντες. - 

5. It occurs in Sim. Keos 100,. 
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-w- A), 372 (-ew- A, -w- gloss FG), ΠῚ 102 (-w- v.1.), 364 (D, -ew- ΘΙ, -w- A), VI 
72 bis (-ew- vulgo, -w- A, and -ew- GJ Οἱ, -w- vulgo), 662 (θ, where Littré has -w-) ; 
Lukian, Syr. dea 55 (-ew-v, A), Astrol. 15, 29 (Z), Arrian 129, 285, 20,,, Aret. 
103, 241, 274, 306, 311. 

*Uqw yields καταψῶσα Hdt. VI 61, Hrd. 676 (ef. καταψῶν Peace 75). 

Remarks. On the evidence above adduced we conclude that in the case of 
(n-, κνη-, KTN-, σμη-, xpn- and ψη-, Ionic builds, with a few exceptions in the 
forms from χρη-, the inflections from the weak ablaut stem in & The 
presence of these stems in & relieves us of the necessity of regarding the 
contracted forms in ὦ as the result of a union of 7, 70 in w. The inter- 
relation of the stems χρη-; χρᾶ- and ype-, and to a less degree that of KTN-, κτἄ- 
and kre- is of extreme difficulty. The most probable explanation is that of 
the two’ ablaut forms χρη-, χρᾶ- (cf. χραισμέω and κνῆν; κναίω) κτη-, κτἄ- the ἡ 
form appeared originally before 0, that in & before e sounds?. Thus χρέωνται, 
ἐχρέωντο, χρεώμενος, χρέω, χρέωσα on the one hand, and χρᾶται, ἐχρᾶτο, χράσθω, 
χρᾶσθαι, χρᾷς, ὅσ. on the other, represent the original function of the two 
types. Later on this dichotomy was abandoned and the resulting confusion 
produced xpdw, χρώμενος Attic and Messenian, χρῆσθαι, κτώμενος, κτῶνται, &e. 
unless we maintain with Schmidt K. Ζ. XXVII 297 that Attic xpw- is from 
xpno- (cf. Ποσειδῶν <-ynwv). 

The xpe- forms* are historically and morphologically later. They came 
into existence when χρᾶομαι, instead of χρήομαι, had established itself in use. 
From this χρᾶομαι came Ionic, Rhodian, and Kretan ypéoua, as ὁράω became 
δρέω (§ 688). χρέομαι soon led to χρέεται, ἐχρέετο, χρέεσθαι. 

Without the assumption of an original differentiation in use between ypn- 
and χρᾶ-, the shifting between χρεώμενος and χρᾶται in Hdt. cannot be 
defended. If we attempt to carry the stem χρη- through the singular present 
and imperfect, and infinitive, it is inconceivable why Hdt. does not have 
χρῆται and χρῆσθαι. If χρᾶται is not original in Hdt., it was introduced at 
a time when Attic χρῆται had been supplanted by χρᾶται. 


3. -@L0. 

(éw* Theog. 914, (as Hrd. 4,0, ζώει Hdt. IIL 22, Hippokr. VI 482, 506. 
ζώομεν Sim. Amorg. 1, is the traditional form, but the verse will not scan 
((éovo Ahrens, Hiller, ζῶμεν Bergk). ζώουσι Herakl. 92, Hdt. I 216, 11 36, 


1 The existence of an ablaut series ἡ (w), ε, din one and the same verb is 
not to be accepted with Johansson, who D. V. C. p. 156 (hesitatingly) suggests 
its possibility. πίμπλημι has πλη-; πλε-, πλᾶ-, but of these πλε- is a weakened 
form of πλη- before a vowel (mAc-iwy) that was carried into the inflection of 
the verb by the analogy of τίθημι, τίθεμεν. See § 691, note 4. 

2 This was not recognized in ὃ 167. The weak point in the above explana- 
tion is that original χρᾶται in Attic was supplanted by χρῆται (whereas χρᾶται 
does not appear in inscriptions till the second century Β. 0.) and then was 
driven out by χρᾶται an analogue of τιμᾶται. Perhaps χρῆται was formed like 
ἄητο, ἔγνων. 

* Meister, Herodas p. 795, thinks that χρη- became χρε- before the vowel o 
when followed by a double consonant. Johansson, B. B. XV 172, suggested 
(doubtfully) that accent-shifting produced the change (χρηόμενος, χρεομένου). 
Neither theory has the support of facts. 

4 Very frequent in Homer. It occurs also in Kretan, Lakonian, Boiotian, 
North West Greek. Kyprian Zéfns dees not belong here. In Rhodian we 
find (ῶντι, ζῶντας, in Lakonian, Delphic, &e., ζῶντι, in Boiotian ζῶνθι. 


“- 
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III 22; ζώῃ Thasos, J. H. 5. VIII 402, 125; ζώοιμι Theog. 1121, ζῴην (2) Hrd. 
319, Cf. [(Πῴη 5103 ζώων Kallinos ty, ζωόντων Hdt. I 86 (ζώντων Rd), 111 119, 
ζώουσαν Hrd. Υ 2, (éovras Euseb. Mynd. 42; ζώειν Theog. 182, Herakl. 86, 
Hat. I 31, VII 46, Hippokr. VIII 7o, Hrd. 225, Syr. dea 6, Sim. Amorg. τ at 
the verse end (hence Porson’s (dev) ; ἔζωον Hdt. IV 112. 

ζώω is well established in the language as early as Homer. From an 
ablaut perfect ἔζωκα (which chances to occur on a late inscription from 
Kyzikos Ο. I. G. 36845, where it is doubtless from (éw), the stem (w- was 
abstracted. (dé is not a contracted verb, a8 πλώω is not. The stem (w- we 
find in ζωρός, ζώπυρον, (és which was later on enlarged to ζωός [Archil.] 63,, 
Hdt. I 194, ζῷον, i.e. ζω-ιο-ν, ζωή (Aret. 41). (wh, (wos, ζώειν, (Ges became 
respectively (én (Hdt. IV 112, Hrd. 1 4, 3,), (ods (Archil. 63, Porson), (dev 
(Sim. Amorg. 3,7), (des* (ἢ Hesychios. 

From the stem fdpwo-1 (epic ἱδρῷ, ἱδρῶ) the denominative ἱδρωσίω is formed. 
Cf. epic ἱδρώουσα, ἱδρώοντας. ἱδρώω yields ἱδρώει Syr. dea 10, ἱδρῴη Hippokr. ΤΙ 
34, ἱδρώειν Syr. dea 17, ἐφιδρῶντες Hippokr. V 598 (-ov- vulgo, cf. 594), VI 192 
bis (θ, -ov- vulgo). The forms in Lukian may be derived from the future or 
aorist (Spw-o-, but neither Ionic nor Attic admit, in an early period of their 
existence, such forms as Delphic στεφανώω formed from στεφανώ-σω. From 
the weaker stem we have ἱδροσιω which yields in Hippokr. ἱδροῖ II 34, ἱδροῦσιν 
V 610, 626, ἵδρουν 11 642, ἱδρούτω II 516, ἱδροῦν V 588, 596, ἱδροῦντες IL 612, V 
590, 594 ter (A has -w- once), 596 ter (-wo- twice in A), 676, 710. 

The earlier type of the forms of fryéw is derived from the stem ῥιγωσ- (cf. 
Latin rigor-) : pry Hipponax 16,, 17,, ῥιγῴη Hippokr. VII 190, ῥιγῶσα Sim. 
Amorg. 75. pryéw shows its later origin in the fact that it is constructed in the 
ordinary fashion from the stem fryeo-. Examples of fryéw are ῥιγοῖ Hippokr. 
V 588, ῥιγέουσι V 624, 626, pryedor V 112 (Attic ῥιγοῦσι V 656, 710), ῥιγῇ V 706, 
ῥιγοῦν Hdt. V 92 (n), fryéovres Hippokr. V 588, ῥιγέοντα V 590, ῥιγεῦντα V 592 
(A), (ῥιγοῦντα V 540), ἐρρίγεον II 642 bis (-ovy vulgo, -εον C in one case only), 652 
(-ovy vulgo). 


The Inflection of -ἄω Verbs, 


_ 688. ] 1. The original inflection of τιμάω was as follows, e.g. 
in the present and imperfect indicative : 


τιματιω Whence τιμέω τιμα-ίο-μεν Whence τιμέομεν 
τιμα-ιε-ις %) τιμᾷς τιμα-ίε-τε δ τιμᾶτε 
τιμα-ίετι 5 τιμᾷ τιμα-ιο-ντι 95 τιμέουσι 
ἐτιμα-ιο-ν Whence ἐτίμεον ἐτιμα-ιοσμεν Whence ἐτιμέομεν 
ἐτιμα-ιε-5 2p ἐτίμας ἐτιμα-ιε-τε op ἐτιμᾶτε 
ἐτιμα-ιε 2b ἐτίμα ἐτιμα-ιο-ν οὗ ἐτίμεον 


_ Before an ὁ sound, a became εΞ in the verb (and noun, ὃ 1 36) 
in a very early period of the language*; a substitution of ε for a 


1 ἱδρώς in post-Homeric is a + stem. Cf. Hom. γελώω < γελωσιω, γέλῳ 
γέλω. γέλως is later a τ stem. ‘ : 

? Schmidt, Neutra pp. 326-334. 

* Original a became ε in primitive Greek only before an o sound. In verbs 
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found in Homeric μενοίνεον (cf. pevowdar), ὁμόκλεον, ὁμοκλέομεν 
(cf. ὁμόκλα), ποτέονται, ἐκποτέονται (ἀμφεποτᾶτο), ἤντεον, ἐσύλεον, 
v.l. E 4δ, ἄνει- or ἀνηρώτευν, νυ... ὃ 251. It also appears in 
many of the dialects known to us only from inscriptions, but has 
been completely abandoned in Attic, that dialect reinstating the 
original a by analogy to the other forms (-ae, -aere), and then 
contracting this a with the following o sound. The process that 
has thus recalled in Attic the older a forms was also active in 
the other dialects ; and to such an extent that the regular forms 
with «0, ew, eov are the exceptions. The impetus towards the 
reinstatement of ao, aw, aov was vigorous enough and early 
enough to have left Homer with only a handful of instances in 
which ε has displaced a. The coexistence of such forms as τιμάω, 
τιμέω Shows that the original dichotomy has been abandoned. 
When the dialects diverge in respect of a verb’s variation between 
-aw and -ew, it cannot be said that Ionic always stands on the 
side of the latter. Hippokrates has aioAdo, Plato αἰολέω. 

2. The rule appears to be broken in the following forms (see 
the list given below): αἰονεῖν, διαιτέεσθαι, ἐρέεται (?), ἐρώτεε (9), 
μηχανέεσθαι, dpéet, Opens, ὁρέῃ, πηδεῖν, σκορδινέηται, φοιτέεις, φοιτῇ. 
Of these the only form that may be old is ἐρέεται (9), which is, 
however, reported as used by Demokrates, not by Demokritos. 
The analogy of épedpevos, ὁρέων, &c., introduced the εἴ in forms 
where the primitive a was not followed by an o sound. On 
(non-Ionic) inscriptions we have τιμεῖν and σκανεῖν. 

. In poetry scant traces of ε for a occur: ἐρέω Archil. 253, 
68, (both tetram.), μωμεῦνται Theog. 369, μωμεύμενος 169, κυκεύ- 
μενος Solon 37; (trim.), βροντέων Hrd. 765, νικέων I5,, φοιτέων 
24,85 πηδεῦντα Fog, λωβεῦμαι 3,9 (Cf. -Arav 111 3); dupe in Krina- 
goras, Anthol. Pal. IX 559, and σκιρτεῦσι Oppian Kyn. IV 342. 
While no Ionic inscription has a trace of ¢ for a in any verbal 
form, it should be remembered that a φοιτᾶν (Oropos 18,) does 
not disprove a φοιτέω. 

4. In the following note are collected from the prose writers 
those verbs which show any tendency in the MSS. to substitute, 
before an o sound, ε in place of a contracted with that o sound. 
The examples from Herodotos are complete save that an enumera- 
tion of all the MS. variants is not attempted in the case of ὁράω, 


in -α-μαι, 6. 4. δύναμαι, ἐπίσταμαι, ἀπίσταμαι, -εαται (ὃ 585) is not dissimilated 
from a-arat, but derived from such perfects as have -εαται < -ηαται (δ 611 ff). 
Dissimilation is generally, but wrongly, accepted in ἐπίστεαι, δύνεαι, whence 
δύνῃ (§ 605). The 2 sing. follows the analogy of the 3 plur. When δύνα-νται 
became δυν-έαται, δύνα-σαι (A 393) became δύν-ε(σ)αι. These two persons alone 
have, or seemed to have, vocalic endings. In Attic both ἐπίσταμαι and δύναμαι 
contract their 2 sing. (ἐπίστω, ἐδύνω) contrary to the usual practice of us verbs. 
That the analogy of βούλῃ helped the formation of δύνῃ (§ 618, 1) may be 


doubted. 


- 
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elpwrdw and goirdw!. All other verbs than those included in the 
list and those so included in other cases than those specially 
mentioned, contract ao, aw, and aov to w. 


aiovety Aret. 194, 198. ἁμιλλεώμενοι Hdt. IV 71 R, -o- ABOPd. ἀπα- 
τέουτο Syr. dea 27. ἀρέομαι Hdt. IIL 65 Pz, -ew- Cd, other MSS. -w-, -έονται 
II 39 Pz, -ew- C, other MSS. -w-. Kretan érapiduevov. On ἀρτέομαι, see Veitch 
8.0. βροντέων Hrd. 7,5. δαπανέωνται Hdt. ΤΙ 37 CPz, other MSS. -o-. 
δαπανοῖεν Euseb. Mynd. 6, Aitolian δαπανούμενα (Andania). διαιτέοντο Syr. 
dea 26, διαιτεομένοισιν Hippokr. II 354, the second hand in Εἰ (other MSS. 
-w-), ἐνδιαιτέεσθαι R in Hdt. VIII 41 ; -ὥντο VI 514, -ώμενος Avot. 321. διφέω 
Krinagoras, Anthol. Palat. IX 559. προσδοκέοντας Hdt. VII 156 CPdz, 
-w- ABR; προσεδόκεε Aret. 201. ἐρέω Archil. 25,, 68, (both tetram.), a 
possible form, but not handed down, for ἐρῶ in Anakr. 3,, 89 bis; épeduevos 2, 
ἐρέεται Demokritos (Demokrates) 6. éperay v.1. for épardy’, Archil. 1,, éperh’ 
ἐπιθυμητή Hesychios (without stating the dialect), Delos, *A@ny. IV 463, Attic 
in Kumanudes’ émvyp. émit. 30374, and Arkadian Ἐρεμένα C. D. I. 1227 are 
to be derived, not from ἐρέω, but from ἐρατός by dissimilation, the a being 
assailed by an e sound before and after, It is assimilated to the former. 
εἰρωτάω in Hdt. shows 6 cases of εἰρώτων in all MSS., but in I 158, IV 131 
no MS. has the contracted form. In Io other passages there is variation 
between -wy, -eoy or -evy. In the Vita Homeri one MS. has ἐρώτεε, but BPM 
have ἠρώτα, t.e. Ionic εἰρώτα. In the nom. mase. of the active participle we 
find -ὧν twice in all the MSS. of Hdt., and twice variation between -ῶν and 
-éwy. -ὥντα VI 86 (y), IX 55, -dvrwy VI 66, -ῶσι I 67, 158, VIL 148 occur in 
all the MSS. Variation exists in V 13, IV 145, 155, III 62, I 47. The 
statistics of the middle participle are the same as those of the nom. mase. 
active. idopar yields ἀνιεῦνται Hdt. VII 236, a form constructed on the 
analogy of the ‘Attic’ futures. On ἰῆται, see § 637, 1 footnote. κοιμέονται 
Hadt. 11 95 Pz, -ew- C, -w- other MSS., IV 172 Pd, -ew- Cz, -w- other MSS. 
κομέουσι Hdt. IT 36 A BPO, -οου- R, -ow- d; IV 180 -εου- P2, -ew- Cd, -w- ABR 
(here even Stein accepts κομέουσι). Elsewhere -w-, except IV 191 -ow- (R -w-), 
retained by Stein. In I 82, 195 all MSS. have κομῶντες which represents the 
contraction to be adopted in IV 180, igi, if not in II 36. κομόωσι is as 


inappropriate as ἠγορόωντο VI τι (in all MSS. except A B1), kukéovtas in 
three MSS. Hippokr. IX 374 epist. ; cf. κυκεύμενος Solon 37, trim. (κυκλευ- 
Lobeck), but in 136, 6165. κυκώμενον (κακου- Lobeck and Bergk). λωβέονται 


Hippokr, IV 158 (-ῶνται many MSS.). Of. AwBedua Hrd. 3,9. μαργάω (?) 
in καταμαργέων Hdt. VIII 125. This example may however be a case of 
variation between papyéw and -éw (Pindar, Aischylos). ἐμηχανέοντο 
Hat. VIII 6 -ew- d, VIIT 52 PR, -w- ABC, VIL 172 CP, -εω- dz, -w- ABR, 
-eduevor VII 172 P, -ew- Cdz, -w- ABR, 176 P,-ew- Rz, -w- ABC. Cf. ἐμηχανέατο 
V 63 (-éovro Stein). Elsewhere -w-. -έεσθαι Aret. 192 (-ᾶσθαι Hippokr. IV 


1 On this point, see Spreer p. 13, Merzdorf p.195. On verbs with long 
stem vowels such as xpn-, κτη-» see ὃ 687. 

? Cod. Pal. ἐρεώμενος, a vicious form. The accus. in ὁ τῆς ψυχῆς ἀγαθὰ 
ἐρεόμενος, τὰ θειότερα ἐρέεται is suspicious. Orelli conjectured αἱρεόμενος 
αἱρέεται. Cf. Cobet’s ἡἐρέθης for ἠράσθης in Alkiphron I 18, ᾿ 

ὃ. ἐρατῆς Anakr. 94, 6165. Of. also ἔραμαι Anakr. 44, ἐράσμιος Anakr. 20 
Sim. Amorg. 759. ‘ 

* Κληνερέτη 1. 1. 1648 is an error for -αρέτη. 
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252, -ἄάασθαι Littré). γικέουσι Demokr. 200, νικέων Hrd. 15,. In Aitolian 
we have νικεόντοις. Hat. contracts νικάω 31 times. In respect of Evpéw, the 
forms in Hat. II 36, 37, 65, 66, III 8,12 are divided between -w, -ev-, -εο-» 
-ov-. Since ξυράω is not classic, the forms with -w- (which are adopted by 
Stein, Kallenberg) may be explained as derived from ξυράω, abstracted from 
ξυρῆσαι, which seemed to come either from -ew or -aw!, The only other form 
of the verb is ξυρέω, on whose -ov- (adopted by Holder), see § 690, 1 (B). 
ὀδυνέονται Aret. 141, ὀδυνέωνται Hippokr. IV 166 in C (-w- vulgo), but ὀδυνῶνται 
V 714, ὀδυνῆται ΤΙ 424 (ὀδυνᾶται VII 70, ὠδυνᾶτο V 206). δρῶ is the better 
attested reading four times in Hdt. (I 89, 207, V 20, VIII 140 g). In VII 
236, only 4B support ὁρῶ. Stein’s ὁρέω 2 is found only once in all the MSS. 
(1111). Hippokr. has épéw IX 340 (epist.), but ὁρῶ II 314 (in A), Demokr. 
185. Hdt. ὁρᾷ correctly, but Lukian, Syr. dea 29, δρέει. In the plural (present 
and imperfect) Hdt. has -ῶμεν once in all MSS. (I 120), elsewhere (5 times) 
ABR have -w-, C-ew-, P-eo-. ὁρέομεν occurs in Hippokr. VII 548 (ἑωρῶμεν 
vulgo), Arrian 15,°, but the same form in Melissos 17 is a conjecture of 
Mullach. In Herakl. 64 it has the authority of Clement. In the third pl. 
Hdt. has ὁρῶσι I 124 (CP -ew-), 138 (C-ew-). In the subjunctive we find dpéns 
Syr. dea 32, Aret. 30, épén (?) Hippokr. V 480 (ὁρᾷ A), Syr. dea 32 (elsewhere 
6p7i). In the plural we have δρῶσι Hdt. 1X 66 (Stein -έωσι with z). δρέωσι 
appears in Aretaios 187. Imperfect, 1 sing. and 3 pl. in Hdt. 20 times, with 
ὥρων τὸ times in all MSS.; elsewhere there is fluctuation between -wy, -ewy, 
-eov, but ABR have ὥρων 7 times. In the third sing. we have ὥρα, whereas 
Hippokr. has ἑώρα II 708; see ὃ 582. Participle: ὁρέων, 18 times out of 38 
in all MSS. in Hdt. ; ὁρῶν once (VII 44) in all. Elsewhere AB usually have 
τῶν, CP -éwy, while R fluctuates, thus making ὁρέων attested more frequently 
than the ew forms elsewhere. ὁρέων Hippokr. III 238 (BM N, -ay vulgate), 
IX 332, Astrol. 24, Aret. Io, and Protagoras. Hippokr. has ὁρῶν III 256; 
δρέοντι Aret. 10 (dp.); dpéovra is not the better reading in Hdt. (4 BR -ῶντα, 
-ew- C, -eo- Pdz), ὁρῶντα in all MSS. VII 36. δρέοντα Hippokr. III 214 BM, 
-ew- V, -w- vulgo, and on same page δρῶντα ; ὁρέοντα Aret. 207 ; the nom. plural 
(31 times in Hdt.) varies greatly. In VI 68, VII 206 all the MSS. have 
τῶντες, and the contraction is well supported in I 82, 96, 99, VII 211. Else- 
where 4 BR have -w- generally, the other MSS. either -eo- (C sometimes -ew-), 
or, when they divide, -eo- Pd and -ew- C. In Demokr. frag. physic. 4 Mullach 
edits ὁρέοντες, but Sextus has -ὥντες ; ὁρέοντες is edited in Hippokr. VI 44, 
IX 374, -εῦντες IX 358, 376 (-w- many MSS.), and Aret. 42; ὁρεόντων Hdt. IIT 
41 in Pdz only; ABR -w-, C-ew-; δρῶσι Hdt. 1 99 (-ew- CPz); δρέοντας Hat. 
IX 37 Pdz, -w- ABR, -ew- C; δρῶσα Hdt. I 185, IX 76 in all MSS., VI 61 in 
AB'Cd; ὁρῶσαν VI 61 in all; ὁρέουσαι Aret. 167 ; neuter: ὁρῶν Hat. VII 16 4 
(all MSS., Stein dpéov), δὁρέεσθαι Astrol. 21 ; dpeduevos Hippokr. ΙΧ 382 (epist.), 
Vit. auct. 5 (-ao- in 2). Forms with ¢ appear in Alkman, Archytas, and 
Theokritos. From ὁρμάω we have -ῶμεν Hdt. VII 209 in all MSS., -τῶντο VIL 
88 in ABR, -ew- Cz, -eo- Pd. ὁρμώμενος is found 4 times in all except Cz or 
(ἄς, and in 21 other passages -éuevos has the support of A BR, -ew- of C, -εο- 


1 So olddw, abstracted from οἰδήσω, in οἰδῶσαν Plutarch Mor. 734 E. 
Siitterlin, Verba denominativa Ὁ. 91, suggests that dpydw helped the creation of 
an οἰδάω. With these late forms in -aw, cf. μυζέω in Hippokr., μυζάω in 
Ailian. 

2 Greg. Kor. § 15, Et. M. 62135 (dpéw). 

3 It is very unusual for Arrian to accept the ε forms, 


΄ 
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of P. In 5 other places there is greater variation. Forms in ε (or 4) occur in 
Archytas and in Kretan. πειράομαι usually yields -w- forms in Hadt. except 
I 46, III 73, 128, IV 3, VII 211, where the MSS. vary between -w-, τεὸς -ew-. 
πειρεύμενος appears Hippokr. IX 354 (-w- many MSS.). In Rhodian we find 
πειρούμενοι. πηδϑέων Syr. dea 36, πηδεῦντα Hrd. 395. In Hdt. VIII 118 & has 
ἐκπηδέειν. πλανέονται Hdt. II 41 Pz, -ew- C, -w- other MSS. Elsewhere 
-w- in Hdt. Astrol. 11, 24 πλανεόμενος, but in Arrian 7, this form is not in the 
MSS. σκορδινέηται Hippokr. VIII 486. Whereas σταθμάω contracts ao in 
Hat. usually, we have -eduevos VIII 130, -eduevos IL 150 (-ew- dz), as in 
Hippokr. VII 532. Since forms from σταθμόω also exist, it is difficult to 
decide whether the forms in -eo- or -ev- are variations of the -aw verb, or 
false inflections of a verb in -ow (§ 690, 1(B)). But eo for ev is very rare when 
from an -ow verb. συλέω appears in a v.1. E 48 (ἐσύλεον ἐσθλοὶ ἑταῖροι for 
ἐσύλευον θεράποντες). In Xanthos, frag. 1, Miller edits συλοῦσιν which is not 
in the MSS. We prefer the σιλλοῦσιν of A. Hippokrates IX 406 (epist.) 
uses συλέοντες of the Krisaians. Of. the numerous examples of συλέω in 
Delphic inscriptions. Hrd. has ἐσύλευν Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 3,, [Theokr.] 
XIX 2 συλεύμενον, Quint. Smyrn. I 717 σύλεον. The only evidence in Hdt. 
for τελευτέω is the reading -ἔοντας in CPz and Celsus in III 38. Eberhard 
reads προτελευτέουσιν in Arrian 145, which we think wrong. τιμέων Hdt. 
VI 39 (all MSS.), but in other passages the open forms are not well attested : 
-éovtes V 67 Pd, -ew- Oz; -ἔωντες 11 37 C; -éwor IL 50 CP2; -εόμενος V 20 P, 
-ew- Cdz. Elsewhere only -w forms. In 13 Herakl. has τιμέω (Hippolytos), 
but in 102 τιμῶσι. Lukian puts τιμέων into the mouth of Hdt. (de Domo 20), 
and has τιμέουσιν Astrol. 1, τιμέοντες 10. τιμέω is attested in the dialect of 
Delphi, Phokis, Rhodes, Krete, Agrigentum, and perhaps in Boiotian. 
τολμέω Hdt. VIII 77 in all MSS., but -ὥντες IV 150, τολμώντων VII 10 in all 
MSS. Stein edits-eo-. Hippokr. III 450 and IV 106 (-ew- MV), Aret. 67 have 
τολμέουσι, Hippokr. TX 332, Aret. 200 τολμέοντα. In the subj. Demokr. 215 
has τολμέωσι. φουτέω occurs in φοιτέεις epist. Thal. 1 (Diog. Laert. I 43), 
φοιτῶσι Hdt. VII 103 all MSS. (Stein -ἔουσι). In 6 other passages: II 22, 60, 
66, III 69, IV 180, 182, the MSS. vary between -έουσι, -éwor and -ὥσι ; φοιτῇ 
subj., Aret. 76, 168; φοιτοίη Aret. 285 ; φοιτέων Syr. dew 15, τέων Hrd. 3,5, Hdt. 
III 6 except in A B, 11 174 except BR; φοιτῶσα Hat. IV 116 bis in all MSS. ; 
III 119 -w- ABR, -ew- Οἱ, -εου- Pd 3 φοιτέον Hippokr. V 646, 652, Aret. 114, but 
φοιτῶν Hdt. VIL 15 (& -φοιτον) ; φοιτέοντος Hdt. I 97 (-ew- C); φοιτέοντα Hat. 
I 37, VII 126 (-ew- d), Aret. 21 (neut. pl.) ; φοιτέοντες is certain in Hdt. I 60, 
but in I 78, 186, 11 63, 172, IV 172, VI 49, VII 125 there is variation. In IX 
28 -ὥντες is certain ; φοιτεόντων Hdt. I 73, VI 1253; φοιτέοντας Hdt. I 37. The 
eo forms are therefore well established. It is noteworthy that φοιτέοντος, &e. 
remain open while εἰρωτῶντες is closed. ἐφοίτων Hdt. VII 22 in all MSS., but 
variation in I οὔ, IV 1, IX 25, 49; ἐφοίτεον VI 126 in all MSS. In Asios apud 
Athen. 525 F we find φοίτεσκον. φυσεόντων Hdt. LV 2 Pdz, -w- ABRs», 
-etpevos IV 2 P, -ew- Cdz, -w- ABR; φυσῆται Hippokr. VIIL 484, φυσέωνται 
320, but -@- in 0; -ὥντες V 598, -ώμενος V 596, 616, φυσῶσι Hdt. IV 2. 


The preservation in all the MSS. of Hdt. of ε for a (con- 
tracted) is exceedingly rare: ἐπιτιμέων, τολμέω, ὁρμεόμενος, 
ἐμηχανέοντο (in all except d), each of which occurs once, ὁρέοντες 
(once), ὁρέω (once), ὁρέων (18 times), εἰρώτευν or -εον (twice), 
ἐφοίτεον (once), other cases than the nom. sing. of φοιτέων (five 
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times). Not one of these verbs does not show other forms in 
which all the MSS. contract a with the following o sound. In 
general when the MSS. diverge, 4 BR (Stein’s archetype!, which 
is however not infrequently deserted by Stein) have --, C P the 
ε forms, C having -ew-, P -εο-, -cov-, -ew- as the case may be. 

The problem of the dialect of Herodotos is thus fraught with 
peculiar difficulties, First it is impossible in certain cases to 
discover the reading of the archetype, and, secondly, we have to 
face the question whether the inconsistencies of the archetype 
reproduce the text of Herodotos. That there should have been 
such confusion in Herodotos himself as there exists in the arche- 
type in the case of ὁράω may safely be denied ; certainly it would 
be unparalleled in any other monument of prose literature. Lack 
of consistency between two different verbs may be admitted, and 
is a phenomenon known to us from other departments of Greek 
and from the modern languages. But an absolute diversity of 
inflection in one and the same verb must be viewed with 
suspicion. To preserve uniformity tradition must be deserted 
at some point. Thus if τολμέω is correct in VIII 77, τολμῶντες 
TV 150 and τολμώντων VII τὸ would seem to be wrong. Yet 
both sets of forms have the support of all the MSS. Stein 
adopts -eo- in the participial forms of τολμάω, while Kallenberg 
and Holder retain the MS. readings in both cases. In the case of 
the participle of ὁράω, all editors would be forced to rely at times 
upon the slightest MS. support, or to desert the MSS. altogether, 
in order to adopt a uniform system of inflection. 

From a survey of the MS. tradition in reference to the inflec- 
tion of all the -aw verbs, it will be seen that the burden of proof 
is thrown on the adherents of the ε forms. No less than 38 
verbs invariably contract a with a following ὁ sound, and in 
a large majority of those which show any trace of ε (in C Pd), 
the testimony is such that we may fairly conclude that they were 
contracted’. In respect of the others, notably dpdw, εἰρωτάω, 
φοιτάω, the archetype was in a state of such confusion that we 
are utterly unable to discover the original readings of an inflec- 
tion consistent with itself. Thus ὁρῶ, ὁρῶμεν, ὁρῶσα but ὁρέων, 
φοιτέοντος, ὅτο., but φοιτῶσα would seem to have stood in the 
archetype. 

With our present evidence it is impossible to demonstrate 
whether the ¢ forms of C Pd are survivals of the original scheme 


1 See footnote, p. 93. We have been unable to compare throughout the 
readings of 5 and v, which undoubtedly deserve a higher place than that 
accorded them by Stein. Their contractions support those of 4 B and R. 

2 These are ἁμιλλάομαι, ἀράομαι, δαπανάω, δοκάω, κοιμάω, μνάομαι, πειράομαι;, 
πλανάομαι, τελευτάω, τιμάω, φυσάω. In the case of τολμέω, μηχανάομαι, ὁρμάω 
the fluctuation is greater, but the bulk of the evidence tends towards 
contraction. 


΄ 


572 THE IONIC DIALECT. [ 689. 


of inflection not adopted by the archetypal MS., or whether they 
are mere errors of μεταχαρακτηρισμός. We incline to the belief 
that the readings in question in P and C (apart from the question 
of the peculiar ew in C) do not antedate those of 4 B+ Rvs. 
The attempt has been made to refer C’s ew to an original type, 
but it failed ; and was in fact withdrawn (in part) by its author’. 
It is significant, as regards the ew of C, that the hyper-Ionic ew 
appears in the inflection of nouns in this MS. Cf. $480. We 
have little hesitation in regarding the ew as the work of a 
copyist who thought to give a specially Ionic tone to the 
inflection of verbal forms. If ὁρέω is a genuine form in Hdt., 
it may have been the exemplar followed in the construction of 
C's ew. 


Verbs in -aw in the pseudo-Ionists. 


689.| ate, εἰ become a regularly in the imitators of Herodotos 
and Hippokrates with but few exceptions (ὃ 688, 2, 3). In 39 out 
of 56 verbs a contracts with an o sound to ὦ. ‘There is no com- 
plete agreement between Hercdotos and the pseudo-Ionists as to 
which verbs have ε in place of a; nor do the later Ionists agree 
with each other. Arrian contracts ὁράω, while Aretaios prefers 
ὁρέω. When Arrian does not have -ew for -aw, he contracts. 
Many of the forms used by him are those which are usually, or 
invariably, contracted in Herodoteian, as well as in Attic, prose. 
Arrian has ὁρώμενα 30, and καθορῶσιν 32¢, 37, which vary as to 
their form in the MSS. of Hdt. The Vita Homeri always 
contracts. In Herodotos there are 13 contracted verbs which 


are used in the contracted form by the Ionic writers of the age 
of Hadrian. 


Forms in ev from Verbs in -ow. 


690.] In a few -ow verbs, and chiefly in those in which 
the o of the stem is preceded by a vowel or a diphthong, the 
MSS. of the prose writers contain forms in which oo, oov, and oe 
are apparently contracted to ev. Most of these peccant forms 
occur in Herodotos, all modern critical editions of whose text are 
disfigured by their adoption. To cite merely those examples 
which have the unanimous support of the MSS.?: 


(1) 00, oov=ev. (A) A vowel precedes. ἀνδρευμένῳ Hdt. 1 123, ἀξιεῦμαι V 
106, -μεθα IX 26, -wevos I 199, VII 16 (init.), IX 111, δικαιεῦσι I 133, II 47, III 


* Johansson, De derivatis verbis contractis pp. 139 ff., but see B. B. XV 174. 
2. See Spreer p. 17, Merzdorf, Studien VIII 218. 
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8, IV 186, -edvros IX 42, ἐδικαίευν IIL 79, VI 73, 138, IX 19, -edvro III 29, 
ἀντιεύμεθα IX 26, ἐξομοιεῦντες IIL 24, ὁμοιεύμενοι VII 50, οἰκηιεύμενος IV 148, 
ἀποσιεύμενοι LV 203. Variations in favour of εὖ are found in the case of δηιόω 
(V 89 in 7), παρισόομαι (VIII 140 α in R). (B) A consonant precedes. In 
Hat. VIII 78 Pz have περικυκλοῦντο, the other MSS. -ἔοντο (4 BCD), or -εῦντο 
(8), and in VIII τό RB has ἐκυκλέοντο, the other MSS. -evoyro; III 131 μι- 


aad in CPdz, VIII 59 στεφανεῦνται in R. On σταθμεύμενος, ξυρεύμενος, see 
§ 688, 4. 

(2) oe=ev. A vowel always precedes in Hdt. An attempt has been made 
in certain MSS. to contract oe to ev: ἐδικαίευ I 100 (-ov in A), ΠῚ 52 and 148 
(CPdz, -ov ABR), 118 (C?, z), IV 154 (s2), δικαιεῦν VI 82 (dz). No form has 
the support of all the MSS. 

In Hippokrates we find δικαιέουσι, the vulgate reading, III 524 and 526 
(-otow in το MSS.), ἀποπληρέουσιν IV 192 (-odow gloss FG), πληρεύμενος I 624 
(-ov- A), VI 84 (Galen -w-). Perhaps these forms are from -ew, In VIII 78 
Littré edits πλαγιεύμενον where θ has the ov form. 

In the pseudo-Ionists we find δικαιεῦσι Syr. dea 54, ἀξιεῦσι Huseb. Mynd. 
17, 29, ἀξιεῦντας 42, ὁμοιεύμενοι 63. 


All of the above mentioned forms are the result of hyper- 
Ionizing tendencies which affected even the archetypal MS. of 
Herodotos. This is certain from the following reasons: (1) Of 
the verbs in question almost all have many forms, in other 
passages than those cited, in which 00, oov, oe contract to ov in 
all the MSS. The remainder show in the aorist or perfect 
that they are -ow, not -ew verbs. (2) Even if some of these 
forms can be explained from -ew verbs, this would not apply 
to such cases as ἐδικαίευ (for -οε). (3) In the case where it 
is known that doublets in -ow, -ew existed, we are prevented 
by other reasons from assuming the presence of an -ew verb. 
The rule of Thomas Magister (κυκλέω τὸ στρέφω, κυκλόω τὸ 
περιλαμβάνω) is not in place. (Cf. Hdt. II] 76 and Anakr. 129.) 

The forms in ev instead of ov< oo, oov are due to the ignor- 
ance of grammarians who did not distinguish between Ionic 
ov< 00, oov, oc and Attic ov< oo, oov, oc and εο. εὖ thus seemed 
specifically Ionic. That ov<oe was not changed to ev in the 
archetype of Hdt. is evident from the fact that the comparison 
of an -ew verb! deserted the theorist. ἐδικαίου had to be com- 
pared with ἐποίει (-εε), δικαιοῦν with ποιεῖν (-cev) and not with 
*érolev, *zovedv. The forms in those MSS. in which oe is con- 
tracted to ev, are merely analogues of those in which 00, oov 
became ev in the archetype. 


1 ποιοῦσι (ἐποίουν) : ποιεῦσι (ἐποίευν) : : δικαιοῦσι (ἐδικαίουν) : δικαιεῦσι (ἐδικαίευν). 
The confusion may have been assisted by the knowledge that there did exist 
verbs in both -ow and-ew. Examples are: κοιγέω, κοινόω, § 682, ὀγκέω Hippokr. 
IV 248, ὀγκόω Hat. VI 125, μαστιγέω Hdt 1114, μαστιγόω 111 16. pryéw, -όω 
8 687, 3. For other doublets (factitives) in -ew, -ow, see von der Pfordten, 
Denominativa Ὁ. 121. 
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In three cases in Herodas ev is written for ov: χασκεύσῃ 4. τεμεῦσα 4595 
δραμεῦσα 554. This ev stands for cov (καλεῦσα &e.). The confusion is thus 
between ev (=eov) and ov, and is different from that discussed above, 


ΜΙ Conjugation. 


In the following δ attention is directed chiefly to the substi- 
tution of the w inflection for that in μι. This substitution does 
not occur in the first person present indicative, and in general is 
such that the older co-exists with the younger conjugation, never 
abandoning the field to its successor. 


‘691.| Indicative Present,. 1. Second Person Singular: διδοῖς 
(Iliad I 164) Hdt. V 18, VIII 137. Theog. 1162 has the non- 
epic δίδως, according to the reading of Stobaios (δίδου Bergk). 
ὀλλύεις Archil. 27, (the uncompounded verb is poetical in early 
Greek, and occurs in the present only), προσαπολλύεις Hat. 
I 207. περνᾷς is a conjecture for περνάς in Hipponax 52 (cf. 
frag. 46 and Hesychios’ περνᾷς). On ἐξεπίστεαι Hdt. VII 104, 
135, see δὲ 605, 688, 1. 

2. Third Person Singular: τίθησι (A 83) Sim. Amorg. 19; 
Theog. 589, Solon 454, 134) 26,- Tet (N 732) Mimn, Ig, 5,, 
Theog. 282, Xenophan. 1, (conj.), Hdt. I 113, 133, IV 73 
(παρατιθεῖ in 7, other MSS. -τίθησι retained by Stein only), V 95, 
VII 35, Hippokr. I 622. Merzdorf’s τιθέει is out of place in 
Hdt. and Homer never has τιθέε. An uncontracted form is 
unknown in those forms of τίθημι which represent the substitution 
of the ὦ for the px conjugation. 

ἵησι (η 130) Xenophan. 1,, ἀφίησι Hippokr. II 38, 152, III 
256, μεθίησι VIII 310; ἀπίησι Hdt. VI 42 in ABCA (ἀπίει 
Stein, Abicht, ἀπιεῖ Holder, Kallenberg). ἵει (προΐει B 752, 
μεθιεῖ or -ίει Καὶ 121) occurs in Hdt. as follows: ἀνίει IL 113, 
ΠῚ τοῦ ΤᾺΣ “ante ΠῚ 96, ἐξίει "116, 180 το Lier eee 
20, VII 124, xarle, V 16, periee IL 7o, VI 37, 59. This; 
the traditional accentuation, is retained by Bekker, Gaisford, 
Dindorf, Stein, and Abicht. Holder, and Kallenberg (except in 
ΤΙ 113) circumflex the forms. The paroxytone accent is often 
found in the MSS. in the subjunctive. Hippokrates has ἀφίει 
I 616, VI 370, 474 (ἀφίησιν C), VII 56, 572, ἐξανίει VI 46, 
διΐει IL 34 (Littré duet), 38 (διίει vw/go, duet 1, Littré; ἀφίησιν 
in the preceding line), V 492 (Littré διίει), μεθίει VIL 474, 572 ter. 

ἵστησι Hdt. IT 95, τό, Hippokr. II 28, 32, V 608, 624, 710, 


1 Hence ἀνίη, Cauer 174, (Abu-Simbel), should not be changed to ἀνίει 
with Baunack, R. M. XXXVII 472, who sees in this form the verb tw = εἶμι. 
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VI 558, 560, 566, 574; tora Hdt. IT 143 (ἵσταται ABCA, Dindorf, 
Abicht), IV 103. Bredow would adopt only ἵστησι. 

κιρνᾷ (ἐκίρνα ἡ 182) Hdt. IV 52, 66. 

δίδωσι (p 287) Archil. eleg. τό, Solon 13,9, Theog. 149, Hippokr. 
V 684, VI 556, Pherek. Leros 48(?), Hdt. II 2 (-of Rdz), 154, 
VIII 24. Against 70 occurrences of διδοῖ, δίδωσι (Dindorf, Stein, 
Abicht, Holder) cannot maintain its ground in Herodotos!. διδοῖ 
(I 519, ὃ 237, p 3507) Miletos 100,, Samos 221,,, Mimn. 2,6, 
Sim. Amorg. 7;,, Hdt. II 29, 48, III 119, and often, Hippokr. 
II 54, 676 (ἐπαναδίδοι A), VIL 8, VIII 282, Pherek. Leros 44, 
Aretaios 6, τοῦ, Lukian Syr. dea ὃ (τίθησι in same chapter). 

ῥήγνυσι Hippokr. I 616, III 196, VII 486; πήγνυσι IL 410, 
V1 574 (πηγνύουσι same page), ῥώννυσι TX 98. σβέννυσι Hippokr. 
VII 474 but σβεννύει 11 342 (-vew 1, δ1, Galen). 

δεικνύει (Hsd. W. D. 451) Hdt. VIT 37. 

3. Third Person Plural®: τιθεῖσι (Π 262, β 125, and Agamem. 
465, ch.) Hdt. I 20, IT οἵ, 96, III 53 (-έασι Stob.), IV 34, 67, 
VIL 197; Attic συντιθέασι IV 23 (-τιθεῖσι A and the editors), 
προτιθέασι V ὃ (-τιθεῖσι rv). Hippokr. has τιθέασι IT 66, 76, 84. 
In VI 12 4 has ἀνατίθησι which suggests ἀνατίθεισι. Lukian 
Astrol. 7 has τιθέασι. 

ἱεῖσι (T 152) Hdt. I 133, II 36, 87, 1V 30 &e., Attic -ἂσι in 
ἀπιᾶσι 1 194 (Adz) and II 41 in all MSS. (rejected by all later 
editors except Dindorf). Hippokr. VI 368 has ἀφιᾶσιν, 488 
évviacw in @, and so vulgo IX 332, Lukian Syr. dea 49 ἐνιᾶσι, 
58 ἀπιᾶσι, 60 bis ἀπιᾶσι or ἀπίασι (in one case ἀπίασι in Ὁ, in the 
other in da; Jacobitz edits both forms). In 29 the MSS. have 
katlao.. torao. (N 336) Hdt. I 167, II 65, III 24, IV 160, 
V τό, 27, VI 38, but ἀνιστέασι V 79, in all MSS. (now rejected). 
Hippokr. V 680 has ἐξιστᾶσι, VI 374 καθιστᾶσι (0 has καθίστασι). 
Ktesias, Pers. 6, has ἱστῶσι, 52 ἀφιστῶσι (cf. gz in Hat. IIT 24, 
din VI 38) with the same transference to the -aw conjugation 
that we observe in παραπιτνῶσι Samos 220). περνᾶσι Theo. 
1215, Hippon. trim. 46, (περνῶσι C), cf. 52. On πιμπλᾶσι see 
below (note 4). 

διδοῦσι (T 265, a 313) Theog. 446, 514, 575, 591, 861, Hdt. 
II 30, 89 &e., Demokr. 13. The solitary case of -ασι in Hdt. 


1 Cobet, Mnem. XI 124, says that in compounds we always have -o7, but the 
uncompounded -σι is sometimes found. παραδίδωσι VIII 24 is one of the few 
eases of -o1, and that in a compound. 

2 διδοῖ in Aischylos’ Supplices 1010 is the only occurrence in Attic. 
Kirchhoff thinks the verse is interpolated. 

8 πιθεῖσι, διδοῦσι, ζευγνῦσι, ἱστᾶσι Choirob. 859. (Hdn. ΤΙ 833,;), 860,,=An. 
Ox. IV 35622, 35724. Because of the open ea the Attic forms in -εασι are 
called Ionic by Et. M. 177,,, Theodos. Canon. p. 84,, Hilgard (Bekk. Anecd. 
1046;). This mistake was not made by Apollonios. A ἱέασι is often assumed 
by the grammarians as Ionic. 
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(ἐκδιδόασι I 93 in all MSS.), in view of the occurrence of -οῦσι 
nineteen times, should not have been retained by Dindorf. 
διδοῦσι is found in Hippokr. II 80 (ἀποδιδόασιν Littré), VI 60 
(διαδίδουσιν A, -όασι vulgo), VII 14, but διδόασι is certain in 
II 240, VIII 480. The Κοινή frequently adopted διδοῦσι (Lobeck 
on Phrynich. p. 244). ' 

δεικνῦσι Hdt. 1 171, IV 8, V 45; δεικνύουσι I 209, 11 86 dis 
(-ύασι 4.51), TIT 119 (Adz), ΤΥ τόδ, V 45. 

ἀπολλῦσι Hdt. IV 69 but προσαπολλύουσι VI 138. ἐσεργνῦσι 
II 86 (-ύουσι Rd; cf. δεικνύουσι 11 86), κατεργνῦσι IV 609. 
ὀμνῦσι Hdt. IV 105 (-vovor 112), ὀμνύουσι IV 172, V γ. CE. 
ὀμνυέτω T 175, ὥμνυε Ξ 278. ὥμνυον appears in an Attic 
inscription after 336 B.c., but ὀμνύναι is the regular form till the 
second century B.c. ὄμνυμι is the only -νῦμι verb in Attic 
inscriptions before 200 8. c. that has passed into the -ve inflection. 
πηγνύουσι Hdt. IV 72 (-ῦσι R, Dindorf), Hippokr. VI 574. 
ῥηγνῦσι (P 751) Hdt. I 80 (this accent in CP only), -ὕουσι 
Hippokr. V 632. Lurip. Hektra 1323 (anap.) has ¢evyvio’. 
Moiris and Thom. Mag. say that the forms in -ὕύουσι are Κοινή. 


1. Reference has been made in ὃ 585 to -αται, -aro for -νται; -ντο, and to 
-eatat, -earo. After v, Hdt. always has -yra, never -arat; -aro is found once 
(ἐναπεδεικνύατο IX 58), elsewhere -ντο. ἀπόλλυνται is found in Hippokr. V 676, 
Syr. dea 47, διασκεδαννύαται Huseb. Mynd. 63. 

2. The accent of the 3 singular Present. In the above list of forms from 
post-Homeric Ionic the MS. accentuation has been retained. Barytone forms 
occur only in the compounds of ἵημι, as in Homer?, who has ἀνίεις E 880, 
μεθίεις Z 523, ὃ 372, προΐει B 752 (and Hesiod frag. 202), μεθίει Καὶ 121 (Ven. A 
&c.), but rife? a 192, N 732 (τίθει has slight support), διδοῖς I 164 (Aristarchos), 
διδοῖ 1 510, ὃ 237, δαμνᾷ A 221. Later modern editors, where they do not adopt 
the μι forms, edit -εῖς, -e7, except in the case of μεθίεις δ 372 (La Roche, 
Ludwich). 

Though there is no τιθῶ or ἰῷ, τιθεῖν in Theog. 286 and συνιεῖν in 565 ° show 
that both verbs have passed into the -ew inflection*. The perispomenon 
accent should therefore be introduced in Ionic texts in all cases, even in 
that of ἵημι, as there is no good reason why the present should be formed 
from iw, while the imperfect is formed from fé#. The paroxytone® forms 


1 Cf, Et. Μ. τ77.1.. Athenag. and Thom. Mag. support δεικνύασι here. 

* La Roche on E 880, H. T. K. 225, Zeitschr. f. oesterr. Gymn. 1876, p. 584 ff., 
von Bamberg, Zeitschr. 7. Gymn.-Wesen XXVIII 28, Ahrens, Oonjug. auf μι § 8 
(Ξ ΚΙ. Schr. 1 14), Cobet, Misc. Crit. 281, Monro, Hom. Gram. § 18. 

5. Also in 1237 by Lachmann’s conjecture, adopted by Bergk. 

4 Cf. also ἐτίθουν Gorgias 500 B (-ny is the better reading) and in late Greek. 

° G. Meyer, Gram. ὃ 71, says merely that if ἀνίεις, ἀνίει are correct, their 
accents are due to those of φέρεις, φέρει (cf. Modern Greek δίδω, δίδεις, δίδει). 
Blass, Gram. § 286, accepts only the paroxytone accent as correct, but his 
explanation is as faulty as that of Ahrens. That there should be any 
parallelism between τίθει, δίδοι and the Aiolic forms, the latter should be 
τίθῃ, δίδῳ (not τίθη, δίδω as they are reported) in which the long vowel could 
be shortened. And σι, assibilated from τι, does not lose its σ. If the 
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may be explained as possibly due to one or more of several reasons, (1) 
Influence of the accent of τίθης, Is &e., supported by a misapplied reference 
to the fact of the late shifting between ἡ (m) and εἰ. (2) Influence of the 
accent of τίθεισι, ἵεισι, supposing the survival of a knowledge of this original 
accentuation ; see under 3 below. (3) The difference In the MSS. between 
the paroxytone accentuation of %u: and the perispomenon of other μὲ verbs 
might be explained as due to a mistaken tendency to equate the present 
with the imperfect; since these two tenses, in the case of ἵημι alone, are 
alike, apart from the quantity of the augmented syllable. Cf. προίει A 326 
and 336, B 752 and Τ' 118, imperfect and present. (4) Confusion with εἶμι’ 
may have assisted the vicious accentuation in the singular. In the plural 
we find cases of -ίασι (sic) in Hippokrates (rarely), Lukian, and Athenaios. 
That the transformation of {yu to ἕω has been accomplished in late Greek is 
beyond doubt. Cf. ἀφείομεν -- ἀφίομεν in the N. T. and on an inscription from 
Ampa, C. I. G. 2131 Bits. The difficulty lies in the substitution of ἕω for 
Yu in an early period of the language*. féw for ἵημι would be parallel to ἔω 
for εἰμί, but ἕω lacks analogies. If genuine, ἕω took its rise in the indicative, 
not in the optative ; for, in Ionic at least, ἀφιέοιτε could suggest only ἑέω, not 
ἵω which might be sought in Attic apioire. At all events the existence of tw 
once assumed, ξύνιε and μεμετιμένος (§ 701, 3) were constructed from the stem 
i, and eventually displaced the genuine ξυνίει and μεμετειμένος. ξυν-ίε-τε, it 
may be remarked, could be analyzed as ξυν-ί-ε-τε. 

3. The accent of the 3 plural Present. The original forms of the 3 plur. of 
τίθημι and δίδωμι, *rl@are and *didar. (cf. Skt. dddhati and dddati), were sup- 
planted in primitive Greek by τίθεντι and δίδοντι (retained in Doric). Their 
direct descendants would be τίθεισι and δίδουσι, which may have been thus 
accented in Homer’. So too ῥήγνῦσι from ἔῥήγνυντι. When -νυ-ασι «“ -vv-ayte* 
had displaced the older ending of the verbs in -νυμι, -ἄσι was transferred 
thence to τίθεισι &e., and τιθέασι, διδόασι, *iordaot came into existence, 
*iordao. became ἱστᾶσι, and in its train followed τιθεῖσι, διδοῦσι, ῥηγνῦσι; 
i.e. the accent of ἱστᾶσι was adopted, the form of τίθεισι &c. retained. See 
Osthoff, UZ. U. IV 289. 


paroxytone forms are correct, I should find in διδοῦσι the cause of the 
perispomenon ; for διδοῦσι is apparently --δηλοῦσι. Then dame? could follow 
as an analogue of διδοῖ. 

1 Frequent in cod. C of Hdt. in the imperfect. Cf. Hippokr. IT 686 (διίει; 
Sujet), Hdt. V 107 (ἀπίει, ἀπήει) and in many other places. In the subjunctive 
the interchange of the forms of the two verbs is especially common in the 
MSS. The existence in late Greek of a present ἴω and εἴω, by-forms of εἶμι, 
also brought with it the possibility of confusion with tu. Cf. the following 
glosses of Hesychios : προσίει, ἀπίει, ὑπαπίει, ὑπεξίει, διίεται; ἵεται, προσίεμεν and 
πρόσιμεν ; ἐνεῖτο (Cauer}, no. 30), εἰσίεις (C. I. G. IV 9540), ἐνσείηι -- εἰσίηι 
Gortyna Code, V 36. Homeric ἰείην, though probably an analogue of εἰδείην, 
presents a resemblancé to felny. Scholars who accept ἀπίει in the present 
indic, in Hdt., accept, as a rule, ἀπίῃ in the subj. But Bredow and Blass 
defend both amie: and ἀπιῇ. 

2 ξύνιον v.l. A 273. 

8 Holder adopts the proparoxytone accent even in Hdt. The MSS. of 
Homer (cf. Schol. Ven. A on TF 152) and Hat. have the circumflex forms. 
Traces of the acute are very slight. We are ignorant of the accent of the 
Homeric period, and when, if correct at all, -εἰσι; τουσι, -vor were changed to 
τ-εἴσι ὅζο. 

4 Of. Skt. -nur-anti, and nu-anti=vf-aytt. 


BP. 
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4. πίμπλημι has four sets of forms in Ionic. (1) πίμπλημι in ἐμπίπλησι 
Hippokr. VII το, ef. Hesiod frag. 173, and W. D. 301 (MSS.) where πιμπλῇσι 
is now unnecessarily read ; ἐμπιπλεῖς Hippokr. VII 26, πιμπλεῖσαι in Hesiod, 
Theog. 880 is the preferable reading (MC) to πιμπλεῦσαι (Va)=-eovca. ἐμπί- 
πλήηθι or ἐμπίμπληθι ᾧ 311 is formed like δίδωθι. πίπλη was Doric and Attic 
(ef. Suidas s.v.). Forms containing πλᾶ, weak ablaut form of πλη : ἀναπίμ- 
πλαμεν Hdt. VI 12, πίμπλαται Hesiod, Scut. 429, Hippokr. VII 8, 22, 30, 190, 
244, Hdt. II 93, Aret. 111, ἐπίμπλατο Hdt. 111 108 (-éero PRz2) as πίμπλαντο 
ὃ 662, κ 248, v 349. (ἐπιμπλέατο for -πλαντο occurs in Hat. III 88; Dindorf, 
Abicht -rAato). ἐμπιπλάσθω Hippokr. VII 30, πίμπλασθαι Hdt. IL 93, ἐμπιπλά- 
μενοι 1 212, VIIL 117. Cf. πιμπλᾶνεται Wiad 1679. (2) πίμπλᾶμι in πιμπλᾶσι 
@ 23, Hdt. ΤΙ 40, ἐμπιπλᾶσι IV 72, ἀποπιμπλάναι 11 129. (3) πιμπλᾶω in 
ἐμπιπλῶντα Hippokr. VII 20 (-dyra in 6; ef. Republic 586 B), πιμπλῶσαι V 344. 
Cf. πιμπλάω in Plutarch, Diodoros, Dio Cass. (4) πιμπλέω in ἐμπιπλεῖ Hat. 
VII 39 ( ἐει R, -πίπλα Stob., -πιπλᾶ Maximus), Hippokr. VII 18 (-πιπλᾷ J supra 
lin.), the same treatise as that containing ἐμπιπλείς, ἐμπιπλῶντα OY -dyTa. 
Some forms cannot be referred positively to one of the above classes, e.g. 
πίμπληται Hdt. VII 37 (-ῆται Poorr., 2), ἐμπίπληται Hippokr. VII 30 (6, -ῆται 
Littré), πιμπλῶνται VI 202. 

Whatever the relation of πίμπλημι (with pan-Helleniec 7) and πίμπλᾶμεν to 
Skt. piparmi, piprmds, and the probability or improbability of the existence in 
Indo-European of an inflection -ημι, -dwev', there is no doubt that πίμπλαμεν, 
ἐπίμπλατο &c. were regarded as parallels of ἵστὰμεν, Ἱστᾶτο. Hence πίμπλημι Ξε 
ἵστημι, With Ionic-Attic ἡ, and πιμπλάω (ἱστᾷ). Dindorf indeed would adopt 
in Hdt. only the forms from -am, -aw. The analogy with τίθημι, on the other 
hand, led to the type πιμπλέω (τιθεῖ). The coexistence of πιμπλέω and πιμπλάω 
is therefore not to be explained on the principle mentioned in § 688, 1. 

5. πίμπρημι is inflected like ἵστημι in ἀντενεπίμπρασαν Hdt. V 102, ἐμπιπράς 
VIII 109, ἐμπιπραμένου 110. ἐνεπίμπρη 1 17 recalls the v.1. ἐμπιπρείς (A B) in 
VIII 109 and ἵστη, which is not above suspicion. Dindorf (Praefatio XX XVIII) 
would read -πίμπρα. 


692.] Imperfect. 1. ὑπερετίθεα (1 Person) Hdt. III 155. 
2. Improper ‘uncontracted’ forms of the 3 Person are προετίθεε 
Hat. I 206 (# alone has a different reading: προετίθετο), VIII 
49. Following Bredow, the recent modern editors (Stein, Abicht, 
Kallenberg, and Holder) wrongly edit περιετίθεε in VI 69 against 
all the MSS. (περιετίθει : adopted by Dindorf). Homer has 
ἐτίθει, never -εε. ἀνίεε is found in IV 125 (1 correctly ἀνίει, 
and so the editors), ἀνίει IV 152, ἀπίει IV 157, V 42, LOT, 
ἠνίει Hippokr. V 414, ἠφίει V 228 (cf. ἀφίει C. 1. A. IL 306,,— 
287 B.C.). 

ἵστα Hdt. IL 106 (ἢ ἵστη), VI 61, κατίστα VI 43, but ἀνίστη 
T 196, ἐνίστη 11 102. Dindorf edits icra throughout, Stein, 
Abicht (except in II 102), Kallenberg, Holder (form in II 106) 
retain the MS. readings. Bredow would adopt ἵστη throughout. 


1 Cf. Brugmann, M. U. I 44, Gram. § 115 6, Grundr. II, p. 935, Bechtel, 
τ Pp. 191, 242, Fréhde, B. Β. IX 119, Collitz, B. Β. XVIII 217 
note. 
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Homer has ἀνίστη, but ἵστη and καθίστα in the imperative, 
A lke variation is not to be denied to Herodotos. 

ἐδίδουν Hdt. VI 86 a (first person), Hippokr. V 126, VIII 446 
(third), ἐδίδου Theog. 916, Hdt. I 208, III 128 &c., Hippokr. 
V 158, IX 380, as C. I. A. II 811 C 110, 323 B.c. Homer has 
edidous, ἐδίδου. 

ἐδείκνυε Hdt. 1 112, II 162, IV 150, cf. § 699; ἐζεύγνυε (eb 
T 393) Hdt. IV 89. The third plural has ἐτίθεσαν Hdt. I 144, 
ἵεσαν IX 135, Hippokr. III 94 &c., ἐδείκνυσαν Hat. I 30, 11 144, 
IX 8o, not ἐδείκνυον, ἐζεύγνυσαν (Q 783) VII 33, 36, ἐπεζεύγνυον 
VII 36, ἀπώλλυον Hippokr. VII 576. 


693.| Aorist. 1. Forms with x} are ἔθηκα Archil. 74,, Solon 
1359 36,3, Theog. 196, Sim. Keos 120, &c., Hdt. 1113, IV 196, 
ἀνέθηκαν Olbia 129, (late), Naukratis 139 C 3 (fourth century) ; 
ἐθήκαο Hdt. VII 15, -ato I 26, V 69 (Lukian, Syr. dea 25), -avro 
Hdt. II 160, IV 65, VI 21, 108, VII 125, IX 53, O@nxdpevor 
Theog. 1150. Cf. θήκατο K 31. ἐξυνῆκεν Anakr. 146; ef. 
Alkaios ἐσυνῆκε; ἐπῆκαν Hdt. VII 176 &c., μεθῆκε Hippokr. 
VII 570, μετῆκαν Hdt. V 120. ἔδωκαν Hdt. I 89, Sim. Amore. 
feral neOe. O13, 1057. 

2. Second Aorists are ἔθεσαν Archil. 9, eleg., Bechtel no. 261 
of uncertain provenance, Miletos 93, 94, Keos 40 (ἀνΗθΗσα»), 
Hippokr. VI 486, ἀνέθεν (poetical) Sim. Keos 134,. ἔδοσαν Theog. 
272, 463, Iasos 105,, Hdt. VI 21. Middle ἔθευ Hdt. VII 209. 

3. Aorist Passive: ἐθέθην Kumai, Roberts 1 174: ἐτέθην Hdt. 
IV 45, μετείθη 1 114, ἀπείθην VII 122. 


694.| Perfect. προέστατε Hdt.V 40 (-έατε 2). ἑστᾶσι occurs 
over 20 times in Hdt. without any variant; hence we may 
correct ἀνεστέασι III 62, κατεστέασι I 196 (CP, other MSS. 
-eotearat for -εστανται3), 11 70 (-εᾶσι z), II 84 (-εᾶσιν C), IV 63 
(-eao. d). Mimn. 12,, has ἑστᾶσι (-εστήκασι 2.) Pluperfect 
ἕστασαν Hdt. LV 79. 

τέθειμαι (by analogy with εἶμαι) is foreign with Attic inscrip- 
tions ; but in a Smyrnaian inscription (Dittenb. Sy//.171), we find 
συντέθειμαι 1. 62, 71, 93, with which cf. Kretan προεκτεθείμεθα. 
The Smyrnaian inscription cannot be regarded as Ionic evidence, 
though it contains not a few non-Attie forms. 

ἀνέωνται ὃ Hdt. 11 165 contains the ὠ(η) ablaut of ἵημι trans- 


1 Attic inscriptions employ, with rare exceptions, till 300 B.c., the forms 
without « in the dual and plural. 

2 ἕσταμαι is very unusual (Plato, Polybios). 

8 Cf. Hdn. II 236,=Et. M. 176,,. The Et. M. and Et. Gud. 96,, call the ew 
forms Attic. Suidas (s.v. ἀφεῖκα) says that ἀφέωκα is Doric, but also used by 
the Ionians (Herodotos). Bekk. Anecd. 470, calls ἀφέωκα Doric, ἀφείκατο 
Attic. Hdn. compares πέπτηκα πέπτωκα with ἕηκα ἕωκα. ἕωκα would be 
paralleled by τέθωκα, which might have been the exemplar for πέπτωκα. 


Pp2 
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ferred from the active ἕωκα to the middle. Cf. ἀνέώσθαι Herakl. 
Tables I 153, ἀφεώσθω Arkadian C. Ὁ. 1. 1222,,, ἀφέωνται 
in Matthew IX 2, 5, Mark II 5, Luke V 23. 


Hadt. has elsewhere -e-: ἀνεῖται II 65 (Hrd. 455), ἀπεῖτο VIII 49, ἀνειμένος 
II 167, VII 103, μετείσθω IV 98 from *ée-rm &e., but μεμετιμένος (ὃ 701; 3). 
Bredow regarded ἀνέωνται as a Dorism and wished to read ἀγεῖνται. 


695.| Subjunctive Present. 1. Singular. The MSS. of 
Herodotos have -ίῃ, not -ιῇ, in the 3 sing. of tnus (ἀπίῃ IV 190, 
ἐπίῃ VII 161, παρίῃ III 72), and Hippokr. has ἀφίῃ VI 24, 
μεθίῃ VI 222, VII 474, avin VII 56 (-in LH, -ἢ vulgo). The 
perispomenon accent is correct, since the plur. is ἀπιέωσι. In 
Attic there are a few instances of -ίῃ in the books. In Theog. 
94 the MSS. have ἵησι, for which we substitute to. with Bekker, 
not ἰῆσι with Bergk. Homer has μεθίησι N 234. ἵστημι yields 
ἀνιστῇ Hdt. VII 53. From δίδωμι we have διδῴ Theog. 186, 
Hdt. II 13 (MSS. -οἶ, cf. Hrd. 2,9. Aret. 26 where the analogy 
of the -όω verbs gives us διδοῖ), Hippokr. II 142, 260, durin 
Thasos, J.H.8. VIII 402, 15. 

Middle: ἐνίστηται Hdt. VI 59, παραδιδῶται TIT 117 (-δίδωται 
1}. For ῥηνύηται Hippokr. VII 26, the older form 15 ῥήγνῦται 
Hipponax 19,, the plural of which is ῥήνῦνται Hesiod Scutum 377. 
See § 618, 1, a. 

2. Plural. ἀπιέωσι Hdt. VIT 226 (ἀφίωσι 1). Dindorf’s ἀπίωσι 
is wide of the mark. διδῶσιν Theog. 45, Hdt. II 45 &c. 

Middle: προτιθώμεθα Hdt. V τὸ in all MSS. (-ew-?), ἀναπτῆσθε 
IV 132 (ἀνάπτ- Holder), ἐπιστέωνται 111 13.4, ἀφιστέωνται Hippokr. 
VIII 280, but καθιστῶνται in 0, same page. On δυνεώμεθα, see 
ὃ ὁτὸ, 1, ὁ: 


696.| Subjunctive Second Aorist. τ. Singular. (1) προσ- 
dé” Hdt. I 108, Hippokr. IT 346, 358 (06 in Hrd. 5,5, 7443 (?) 
should be θέω), ἀφέω Hipponax 75, Hrd. 5.,, παραδῶ Hdt. V 106. 
(2) θῇς Theog. 276, Hrd. 5,3, ἀφῇς Hippokr. VII 30, βῇς Theog. 
244, dos Hdt. III 53. (3) προθῆι Teos 158, (late), προσθῇ Hat. 
VI 109, μεθῇ Hippokr. VIT 570, 572, ἀφῇ 572, VIII 112, -στῇ 
Hat. VII 53, VII 130, Hippokr. VI 368, -87 Theog. 974, 1014, 
Hidt. II 13, 68, VII 209, δῷ Theog. 1385, γνῷ 990, ἁλῴ Hat. 
I 84. For jv... δώῃ Hippokr. IL 256 (cf. 318) read ef... δοίη. 

(4) Middle: -θέωμαι Hdt. V 24 &c. (and so to be read Hrd. 
8, for θώμαι), -θῇ VI 109, -θῆται Halikarn. 238,,, Hdt. I 29, &e., 
-δῶται Erythr. 204,. 


2. Plural. (1) θεώμεν Hdt. IID 81, στέωμεν Hdt. IV x15, 


οἰ In this accent nothing Ionic is to be sought: it is the ordinary varia- 
tion from Herodian’s rule. 
2 Cf. Hesychios 5. v. 
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Hippokr. VI 112, -βέωμεν Hdt. VII 50, -δῶμεν V 91. (2) -δῶτε 
IX 87. (3) θέωσι IV 71, -oréworl 155, W115 (but φῶσι IV 68), 
δῶσι Solon 13,, Hdt. VI 133, &e., ἁλῶσι 11 93. 

(4) Middle: θώμεθα Theog. 983 should be θεώμεθα; -θέωνται 
ἘΠ ΤΟ VIL ror, ΝΠ 4. 


697.| Subjunctive Aorist Passive. «w is left open in the 
rand 3 plural (exceptions are to be corrected, § 634, 2), while 
en 1s always contracted in prose and poetry. Hippokrates agrees 
with Herodotos. 


698.| Optative. διδοίη Hdt. I 86, Hippokr. II 168, VIII 
480, -διδοῖ VIT 562; δοίην Hdt. IX 111, δοίη IX 94, δοίητε (not 
dotre) VII 135 (cf. φθαίητε VI 108), δοῖεν Hippokr. II 240 but 
δοίησαν Hrd. 3,, γνοίη Hdt. I 134, IV 74, γνοίησαν Hippokr. 
I 622; ἐπείη Hdt. IIT 113; ἀποδεικνύοιμεν IL 153 καθεστήκοι 
Hippokr. IX 380. 

τιθείμην Tyrt, τὸ; προθεῖτο Hdt. III 148 is opposed by 
προσθέοιτο 1 53 bis, ὑποθέοιτο VIL 237. In IIT 41 Aldus’ 
ὑποτίθοιτο Was adopted by Bredow, Dindorf, and Abicht. προ- 
θεῖτο is abandoned by Bredow, Kriger, Abicht, and Kallenberg, 
retained by Bekker, Dindorf, Stein, and Holder, but not to the 
exclusion of -@éo.ro. The latter’s eo. recalls Hom. ἔοις, ἔοι, and 
evéo. In Hdt. VII 6, where οὐ from the w verbs is added to the 
stem. If Attic -θοῖτο, &c. are formed, as Curtius, Verbum 11 107, 
maintains, by the substitution of o for ε, Attic and Ionic adopted 
different methods of breaking down the μὲ inflection. Rather 
than accept such a conclusion, we prefer to explam the Attic 
forms as arising from cou. 

ξυνιστῷτο occurs in Hippokr. VI 82. In Hdt. IV 166 
Schweighiiuser read ἐπανίσταιτο (for -έαιτο A δ -έατο CP Lh). 


699.| Imperative. 1. Present. τίθει (A 509) Archil. 56, 
(vulgo), Hippokr. VII 440, VIII 170, 380. Archil. 43 has torn 
as Φ 313 (καθίστα I 202); δίδου Theog. 4, 1303, Hdt. III 140. 
As if from fo, five Theog. 1240 (better ξυνίει, as a 271, 
Buttmann, Gram. I 523), but évviere? Archil. 50, as Kratinos 
11 123, Peace 603. ὄλλυ᾽ Archil. 27, shows that the μὲ form may 
be abandoned even before a short νον]. 

Middle: rideco Theog. 1096, ἐπίστασο Hdt. VII 39, 209. 

2. Second Aorist. στῆθι Theog. 1366, ἐπίβᾶ 847, μέτες Hat. 


157 0] 


1 The long ε is due to the confusion, which began as early as Homer (A 234) 
with fFieuwa (Hdt. ΤΙ 70, ΙΧ 78). 

2 Of. δείκνυε Hesiod, W. D. 502, Plato, Xenoph., Demosth., ἐδείκνυε, ἐζεύγνυε 
§ 692, 2, ἐδείκνυεν Babrios 50, το, Antiphon, &c., ὀμνυέτω T 175, ὀμνυόντων 
Attic inscriptions (ὄμνυθι Theog. 1195), ὥμνυον μ 303, 0 437, σ 58, Thukyd., 
Attic inscriptions, ὥμνυε κ 345, τ 288, Lysias, Babrios 50, 6. 


- 
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Middle: év6eo! Theog. 1321, ἔξεο Hdt. V 39. 
3. Perfect. éordrw Tyrt. 115g, μετείσθω Hdt. IV 98. 


700.| Infinitive. 1. -vai is the termination of the (a) Present, 
e.g. εἶναι (Ὁ 709), τιθέναι, ἱέναι, ἱστάναι &e., σβεννύναι Hadt. 11 66, 
μιγνύναι Hippokr. VIL 142, VIII 502, ὀμνύναι Hat. Ιν 68, 
(ευγνύναι IV 189, δεικνύναι IT 148, Theog. 771, κιρνάναι Hippokr. 
VIII 244 (-avar CGK). (0) Second Aorist. θεῖναι Hdt. IV 179, 
Theog. 577, κατεῖναι Hdt, VII 35, δοῦναι Theog. 561, 861 (from 
θεξεναι, ἕξεναι, doFevat)?; -δρῆναι Aret. 112. (0) Aorist Passive. 
τεθῆναι Hdt. Il 42, Iasos Μη. XV 154, 1. 2, 4, φανῆναι 
Hippokr. I 624. (d) Perfect. ἑστηκέναι (rare) Hippokr. VIII 
498, in Demosthenes and Attic inscriptions (Ὁ. 1. A. 11 812 C 
149). Older forms are: ἑστάναι Hdt. I 69, &e., Hippokr. HI 
324, -βεβάναι Hdt. III 146, V 86, τεθνάναι I 31, Sim. Amorg. 3; 
(the trimeter ends τεθνάναι χρόνος), Amphipolis ΤΟ 0: 


In Mimn. 220 the MSS. have αὐτίκα δὴ τεθνάναι βέλτιον ἢ βίοτος. Bergk, 
following Bach, read αὐτίκα τεθνάμεναι, Cobet (Var. Lect. 390, ef. Mnem, XI 124) 
suggested αὐτίκα δὴ Odvaros—not a felicitous emendation (ef. Tyrt. τοι). 
Stephanus conjectured τεθνᾶναι. It is, however, possible to retain the MS. 
reading, since, though θν usually makes position, it need not do so. Cf. 
Sim. Keos 993 (eleg.): οὐδὲ τεθνᾶσι θανόντες, ἐπεί σφ᾽ ἀρετὴ καθύπερθεν and 
τεθνᾶσιν Septem 805. Cf. Fick, B. Β. ΧΙΤῚ 175. τεθνᾶναι is well supported in 
Theog. 181 (dehin, -dvat befym, -ἄμεναι A), and by a passage in the Agamemnon 
(539)*. (We demur to Fick’s displacement of τεθνάμεναι, Tyrt. τοι, by 
τεθνᾶναι. See below 3, note.) The evidence of the grammarians+* in favour 
of τεθνᾶναι is all late and therefore untrustworthy, but the form is neverthe- 
less correct. τεθνᾶναι is from τεθνᾶἄ- εναι (as ἀῆναι from dn-Fevar), not from 
τεθνᾶ-ναι (Renner) or τεθνη-εναι (Paley), both of which had given -ῆναι in 
Tonic. τεθνᾶναι is a younger form, since it contains the ending -ya, which 
was abstracted from the forms containing -ἔεναι. No form in -yam (present, 
aorist, or perfect) is archaic. -ναι usurped the place of the older -μεν. 


2. -ew (by transference to the w conjugation): τιθεῖν Theoe. 286, 
Oropos 1854, 41-49, συνιεῖν Theog. 565, and 1237 by Lachmann’s 


1 Cf. Tzetz. Exeg. 1]. 118). 

* From these aorists and from ἰέναι, the -va form spread, usurping the 
place of the older -μεν. Thus τιθέμεν preceded τιθέναι ; otherwise we should 
have had a form τιθῆναι. : 

5. χαίρω Te τεθνᾶναι δ᾽ οὐκ ἀντερῶ θεοῖς, Where Hermann has χαίρω" θεοῖσι 
τεθνάναι δ᾽ οὐκ ἀντερῶ, Dindorf x. τι τεθνάναι δ᾽ οὐκέτι &. θ.; Enger x. γε ke. 
Ahrens, Philologus, Suppl. I 539, defends the genuineness of the MS. reading, 
which is not to be impeached because of the presence of this archaism. 

* Et. Gud. 637, (appendix), schol. Frogs, 1012, Thom. Mag. 355, Hort. Adon. 
186, Drakon 39,3, 1082;. See Hermann on Agam. 517 =5309. 

* Whatever the relations of the inf. in -ew to that in -ev, the suffix -ev did 
not hold over into a later period of the dialect. Johansson’s defence (Ὁ. V. 6. 
202) of I.E. en in Thasian O®EIAEN (Bechtel, no. 71,,) is vitiated by the 
parallel ATOAQZEN C. 1. A. IE 804 A 33 (334-33 B.C.), the last Attic inscrip- 
tion containing Ε Ξε ει. 
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conjecture for συνιδεῖν ; καθιστᾶν Hippokr. VIII 498 (cf. ἱστᾶν 
in Eust. on N 745), διδοῦν Oropos 18,, 3s, Theo. 1329 (διδόντ᾽ 
MSS., d:d08y’! Hermann). ζωννύειν Hippokr. VIII 144, σβεννύειν 
Herakl. 103 (-ύναι Cobet) and in Diogenes’ (IX) Life of Herakleitos 
§ 2 (-vnv L, -ύναι M, Cobet). In the aorist we have μεταδοῦν Theog. 
104 (Buttmann). We do not accept the elision, though it is indi- 
cated in many MSS. and attested elsewhere”. When διδοῦν was 
substituted for διδόναι, δοῦναι gave way to δοῦν (cf. δόμεν, δόμεναι). 
δ᾽ οὖν has been emended to δοῦν in Phoinix of Kolophon (1,0). 
Parmenides (66) has φῦν, an Erythraian inscription (Berichte der 
Wiener Akademie 1872, Ὁ. 335 1.) προστᾶν, Isyllos of Epidauros 
ἐ[πι]θῆν, Hesychios av’ λέγειν ὃ. EILAEIN, Epidauros C. Ὁ. I. 
3325133, 15 regarded by Prellwitz as=eldévar. We expect the aorist 
however. Cf. the Aiolic inf. pass. ἀντέθην, &e.4 On εἶν see § 709. 
3. -μεναι is foreign to classic Ionic prose. 


-wevat is found occasionally in MSS. of Hdt., 6. g. ἑστάμεναι I 17 (in all MSS, 
except A), ἀπιστάμεναι 1 76 (Cdz), IV 189 συζευγνύμεναι (4). The pseudo- 
lonists affect the form, e.g. Aretaios ἀπελθέμεναι 10, ἀνελθέμεναι 45, οἰδαλεηθέ- 
μεναι 207, and in θέμεναι 332, where its appearance would be more justifiable. 
From εἰμί we have ἔμεναι 68, 75, ἔμμεναι 11, 37, 38, 39, 47) 53, 97, 151, and 
Lukian, Syr. dea 4, 10,14,15, 17, 18, 33, 35, 46, Astrol. 26. In fact, while Arrian 
refuses to adopt ἔμμεναι, both Aretaios and Lukian prefer it to εἶναι ; thus 
making of it one of the most strongly marked hyper-Ionisms of the late 
Ionic literature. Apart from these traces in Ionic, -μεναι scarcely exists in 
prose: ἀλεξέμεναι in the Spartan treaty preserved in Thukyd. V 77 is a 
poetical, not a Lakonian prose form. Hesychios has γισάμεναι" εἰδέναι for 
which γισάμεν should be read. εἴμεναι in Acharn. 775 is not a Megarian prose 
form, whatever else it may be. 


In the lyric (but not iambic) poets of Ionic birth -wevar oceurs 
rarely: ἔμμεναι Phokyl. 9, 14, 16 (εἶναι 12), ἔμεναι Evenos of 
Paros 9, (μεῖναι Fick) with εἶναι in verse 2, τιθέμεναι Anakr. 91, 
(-μενοι Gottling, Hiller). Of the non-Ionic poets, Theognis uses 
-μεναι in θέμεναι 152, ἴδμεναι 221, φυλασσέμεναι 806, τεθυάμεναι 
181 (in 4 only). [Solon] 13.5 has ἔμμεναι. In 22, Bergk edits 
εἰπέμεναι, following the scholiast and Proklos on Zimaios 25 F. 
Aristotle, Rhet. I 15, who also quotes the passage, has, however, 
εἰπεῖν μοι (cf. Hdt. VIII 68 a), and this is correct. The longer 


ms 


form was taken from Ξ 501 (εἰπέμεναί μοι) and the pronoun 


1 διδοῦναι is an uncouth form handed down in Ὡ 425, where see Leaf. A 
parallel instance appears to be διδεῖναι" δῆσαι in Hesychios (διδεῖν 5); but 
ef. διδέουσαι Delphi, Cauer 220,,. 

2 B. C. H. XIII 315, no. 22, (Paphlagonia) : θρέπτρα φίλοις ἀποδοῦναι, οἱ ἐμὸν 
πότμον γοόωντες. Inl. 5 ἰδέσθαι. Hesychios has ἀποδοῦν᾽ ἀποδοῦναι. 

3 On the range of these inf. in -ν, see Nauck Mél. gréco-rom. ΠΥ 29. 

4 Brugmann, G@rundr. IL 2, p. 1417, thinks that δοῦν, εἶν, Aiolic -θην were 
originally locatives in -Fev. 
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omitted. Tyrtaios 10, has τεθνάμεναι, a conjectural form in 
Mimn. 220. Wherever -yevar occurs it is an epic reminiscence’. 


According to Fick (B. B. XI 252, XIV 253, ef. Class. Rev. 1889, pp. 37, 91) 
-pevar does not occur in the Ionic and Attic lyric before 540 8.¢. This is 
true only if we expel τεθνάμεναι from Tyrtaios. See on τεθνᾶναι ὃ 700, 1 (a). 


4. -wev 3 is not found except in poetry ὃ: Theognis has ἐνθέμεν 
430, θέμεν 845, 846, δόμεν G19. In οὔο Bergk reads εἶμεν 
despite the fact that d has the more usual ἦμεν, a Doric form 
which reappears in the Acharnians 741, 771, though in the 
inscriptions the Megarian dialect has always εἶμεν. Dindorf 
has adopted εἶμεν in Aristophanes. διδασκέμεν seems sufficiently 
well attested, Phokyl. 13. Sim. Keos 31, has μιγνύμεν. In 
Doric -yev is widely used, but in the above mentioned poets it is 
an epic reminiscence, 


701.] Participle. 1. Present. τιθείς, ἱείς (duets Hippokr. 
VIII 434, διέντα VIII 170, IV 162 are second aorists*), ἱστάς, 
διασκιδνάς Hdt. IL 25, κιρνάς Hippokr. VII 256, ῥηγνύς Hat. 
IT 14, Cevyvis I 206, but -dov I 205, δεικνύς IL 78 (-δεκνύντες 
Chios 174 Β 14), but -ύων III 79, -σβεννύων Hippokr. VIII 162, 
puyvds VIIT 504, -μιγνύων VIIL 340, -αγνύων VII 530; ὀμοῦντες 
Hdt. 1.153 should be ὀμνύντες (cf. IL 118), and ἐκκρεμανῦντα 
Hippokr. VIII 482, -αννῦντα. 2. Aorist. θείς, εἴς, στάς, ἀποκλάς 
Anakr. 17, (only case of the second aorist of κλάω. Cf. δύω, 
dvs). ἀνασταθεῖσα Hrd. 6.-- ἀναστᾶσα, a use alien from prose. 
3. Perfect. ἑστεώς from*éornFds (Attic ἑστώς from*éord fds) Hdt. 
I 132, &e., Ion of Chios 1, ἑστεῶτος < -nf dros, Hdt. II 38, &e., 
Hippokr. ΠῚ 288, ἑστεῶτα Hdt. I 65, &c., Hippokr. VIII 50. 
Attic forms are found occasionally in the MSS., e.g. Demokr. 
205. Neuter éoreds Hippokr. IV 298. Fem. ἑστεῶσα Hat, 
V 92 (δ) is probably an analogue of τιμῶσα. ἑσταότες Aret. 121 
is one of the epic® forms of late Ionic literature. On τεθνεώς 
(also Attic) and τεθνηκώς, &e., see § 604. The later perfect 
participle with κ is found in Halikarn. 238,,., Teos 1 58,, Hdt. 
VI 140, VIII 79 (-κότων), ΤΙ 126 (-xviav), Hippokr. IT 44 
(-κυιῶν, not -κουσῶν ὃ vulgo). 

The perfect middle of ἴημι is regularly formed with -εἰ- « ee in 
all cases but two: ἀφέωνται § 694, and μεμετιμένος = Attic 


* Tonic: An. Par. IV 145,35. 


* The grammarians called -yey either Ionic and Doric (An. Par. III 3465, 
Et. Gud. 3837) or Ionic and poetic (An. Ox. I 1327, ef. 13133, Et. Gud. 220,,). 

5. εἶμεν in Bywater’s Herakl. (81) cannot be the original r i 
frag. 1 is a correct conjecture. 

* So διέσθαι VIII 504 (Littré δίεσθαι). 

5 Tonic: Choirob. 8209. 


5 Older Ionic did not develop a present ἑστήκω. Note ἐνστήκῃ Aret. 282. 


eading. εἶναι in 
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μεθειμένος, Hdt. V 108, VI 1, VII 229. Apart from the 
irregular reduplication!, μεμετιμένος is difficult because of the 
form of the radical. In view of the existence of ἀνειμένους 
(II 167, VII 103) we are tempted to read -εἰμένος with 4B C in 
V 108. But this form is not elsewhere directly supported 
(-ημένος. Ppr.dr V 108, Rd VI 1, where 4 BC P corr. have 
-tuevos, ὦ VII 229). As it stands therefore, the form in -ἱμένος 
is from the perplexing ἴω (ὁ 691, note 2). 


702.| οἶδα. ofda Archil. 77,, Hdt. I 209; οἶδας (a 337) 
Theog. 491, 957, Hippon. 89, Hdt. III 72 (2), Hippokr. 11 370; 
οἶσθα (A 85, &e.) Theog. 375, Hippokr. IX 332; οἷσθας 3 Hrd. 
255; οἴδαμεν ὃ Hdt. 17 17, LV 46 (same chapter as ἴδμεν), VII 214, 
IX 60, Hippokr. I 622, V 196, VI 120; Antiphon II A 3 an 
Ionizing tetralogy. ἴδμεν (Hom.), Hdt. I 6, 142, 178, IV 46, 
&c. (over 30 times, with an occasional v. ὦ, ἴσμεν, e.g. 11 12); tore 
Tyrt. 11,, Hdt. IX 42; οἴδασι Hdt. Il 43; ἴσασι (Hom.) 
Theog. 598, Sim. Keos (?) 8511: 

Subjunctive. εἰδέωδ Hdt. IIT 140 (correct -6 II 114 to -έω), 
εἰδῆς Theog. 963, εἰδέωσι Halikarn. 238,, (fifth century), 
Demokr. 87. The Attic contraction appears in εἰδῶσιν Ephesos 
14717, 300 B.C., and perhaps εἰδῶ Hrd. 6,; (Crusius, -ἤσω Bucheler). 
Optative. εἰδείης Theog. 641, Hdt. I 206, εἰδείη Theog. 770, 
Hippokr. I 624 (not -οίη with Littré), εἰδεῖεν Hdt. 1X 42 (-oter 2), 
-einoay 111 61 (-oinoay z). Imperat. &e. ἴσθι Anakr. 75,, Hat. 
VII 159, εἰδέναι Anakr. 75,, Hdt. III 21, Hippokr. I 622 
(ἔδμεναι Hom., Theog, 221), εἰδώς Theog. 193, Hdt. VIII 13. 
Pluperfect. ἤδεα δ᾽ (Hom.) Theog. 853, Hdt. II 150. ἤδειν 15 
Attic in Theog. 667 (unless we read ἤδεα, or ἤδη since A has ἤδη) 
and Hippokr. III 500. dee? (Hom.) Hdt. II 100, IX 94, &e. 
ἤδει Ὁ). Later Ionic does not use the Homeric forms in ἠειδ- 
(v. 1. Hdt. I 45). συνῃδέατε Hdt. IX 58; ἤδεσαν Theog. 54, Hat. 
Miter ΥΤ11. 78. 


1 ἐμετίετο v.l, Τ 12, ἐμετείθη v.l. I 114 are accepted by none. 

2 Hesychios calls both oic@as and οἶδας Attic. Moiris calls οἶσθα Attic, οἶδας 
Hellenic. Cf. Rutherford’s Phrynich. 227, and above § 584, 2. 

3 Kirchhoff thinks οἴδαμεν in Hdt. is an importation from post-classical 
Greek. οἶδας occurs in tragedy, comedy, and Xenophon. 

* κοινῶς Moiris. 

5 In Homer we should read, with Tyrannio and Fick, βείδω, -ns, -wor &e., 
not the forms with the circumflex, because ew is not contracted after con- 
scnants. See W. Schulze, K. Z. XXIX 251. 

6 Apoll. Adv. 191, Schn., Hdn. 11 310,,=Choirob. 561;5 (cf. 602,,=An. Ox. 
IV 417,), II 326,, Et. Gud. 236.,, An. Ox. I 68, An. Par. IIL 2975, 32690, 
Eust. 50), 718;7, 881,2, 19462. ἤδεες is a figment in An. Ox. 1 68,,, An. Par. 
III 297, (cf. ἤδεις a 237 Zenodotos, and now removed from Attic poets to the 
advantage of ἤδησθα. Demosthenes has however ἤδει5). 

7 Hdn. II 310,)=Choirob. 5612) II 326,=Choirob. 562.5, An. Ox. I 692, 
IV 186... 


586 THE IONIC DIALECT. [703. 


ἤδεα is generally explained with Brugmann, M. U. III 16 ff., as an aorist = 
*nFeideoa', of which εἰδέω < Ἐξειδέσω is the subj. (cf. videro), εἰδείην < ἔξειδε- 
σίην, εἰδεῖμεν < Ἐξειδεσίμεν the optative (cf. wdertmus). This explanation 
supposes that the e before ca is the minimum (schwa) vowel. A simpler 
means of dealing with the form is to hold to its pluperfect character. In 
Homeric ἴσαν < *fidcav, -σ- was added directly to the weak stem, in ἤδεα -εσ- 
was added, as in the 3 sing. of the pluperfect {-εἰ « -eo-e). ἤδειμεν is from 
ἕἥδεσμεν, and as its analogue appears ἤδειτε for original ἔἤδεστε. ἤδειν, ἤδεις 
have their -εἰν, -εις as the rest of the pluperfects. Cf. Wackernagel, K. Z. 
XXV 266, XXIX 126. 


To the above may be added the formations from the stem 
Fede-, Future εἰδήσω (Hom.) Theog. 814, Hdt. VII 234, Hippokr. 
VII 476, VIII 430, Herodas 57. and Aorist εἴδησα Hippokr. 
II 436, V 352, IX 230, εἴσομαι (Hom.) is also Hippokratic 
(I 622, 626). 


708.| εἶμι, 1. 1. Present Indic. εἶμι (Hom.) Theog. 579, 1203, 
Anakr. 34; εἷς not attested in later Ionic (Hesiod W. D. 208, 
εἶσθα Hom.); εἶσι (Hom.) Sim. Amorg. 7,,, Theog. 1204, Hdt. 
VII 197, Hippokr. VIII 148, Hrd. 2,,: εἴουσι 3 in éx[e|iovor[v | 
Hrd. in Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 6,; ἴμεν (Hom.) Theog. 844, 
Hdt. IX 42, ἴασι " (Hom.) Hdt. VIII 60, for ἔάσι « ἔᾶντι = Skt. 
y-dnti. ἴασι is -ἄσι plus the ει of ἴμεν, ἴτε. εἶσι eunt, Hesiod 
Scutum 113, Theog. 716, is too uncertain to be made the basis of 
conjectures as to the primitive form of the 3 Plur. in Greek 
(Osthoff. 17. U. IV 288 ff., Schmidt ΚΑ. Ζ. XXV 591). 2. Subj. ἴω 
(Hom.) Theog. 912, instead of *e(u)w (ef. Skt. dyani). ἴω, with 
the ε of ἴμεν, follows the thematic conjugation ; ἴῃς Theog. 566 ; 
ἴῃ Olynthos 8 A 6, B 17, Hdt. II 41, &c., Hippokr. 1V 268, 
poetical ἴομεν (Hom.) Solon 2;; ἴωσι Samos 221.5, Hdt. 1 67, &e. 
3. Optat. ἴοι (Hom.) Hdt. 11 108, &c. (for old *in: *i-un-v=Skt. 
-iyam); παρεξίοιεν LV 120. 4. Imperat. ἴθι (Hom.) Hippon. 15,, 
Hdt. VII 234. 5. Infin. ἰέναι (Hom.) Theog. 352, &c., Hdt. 
VI 134 &e. 6. Particip. ἰών (Hom.) Tyrt. 11,0, Theog. 71, &c. 
Hippon 42,, Hrd. 4,,,4;, Hdt. III 25. προσιεῦσαν Hippokr. 
IX 340 is a mistake for -ἰοῦσαν (In many MSS.). Cf. Herodas’ 
τεμεῦσα, Xe, 

II. Lmperfect*. 

1 Sing. 7a (Attic) Hdt. I 111 (ῆια A B, nia ΟἹ, TV 82 (ῆια A δ, 
na Cd), 1 42 (ja δ). In V 62 all MSS. have 7a, which is the 


1 nfe: contracted to ῃ as *émfFeiwe to ἐπῇσε Hdt. 1X 93 ABO, Schulze, K. Ζ. 
XXIX 252. 
( * On εἴω for εἶμι, see Baunack in Curtius’ Studien X 97, R. M. XXXVII 
1882) 472. 

* An. Ox. 11283), Et. M. σοῖο, Ionie for fo. (ef. Hdn. ΤΊ 828,,=Choirob. 
849,,). Brunck and Hermann read io: in Theog. 716. 

+ See Wackernagel, Κα, Z. XXV 265, Philol. Anzeiger XVII 239, Brugmann, 
Grundr. II 2, § 836. 
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reading in I 42, t11 of the MSS. not mentioned above. The 
editors read ja, the form found ὃ 427, 433, 572, x 3091. ἤειν 
Hippokr. IX 350. ἤιον Syr. dea 25 (juov ἢ], ἦον A, ov a). Cf. 
ἀνήιον κ 146, 274, 446, a form for which Nauck? substitutes ἤια. 

8 Sing. je (M 371, o 257, ἦεν σ 253, τ 126, v 80), though the 
correct form in Hdt., is but poorly supported: I 111 (jue AB, 
je C), VIIL 37 (C), V 12 (-nte B). tier (0. 290, K 286, N 247) 
Archil. 89,, though ἦε would suit the verse, Hippokr. V 388, 
dujer IT 686, 688, 692, 694, 704, III 94, 128, 142, 144, V 164, 
ὑπήει V 232, -ἤει Hdt. I 116 (-ήιει CP, -ἥει 2, -ήει d BRA), 192 
(-ήιει CP according to Stein, -ἤει reliqui, -ἤιε Holder) and v. ὦ. in 
some other places (I 109, III go, 91, 96, V 12 (Suidas), 32, 
VI 46). je (A 47 and very often) Hdt. I 119, II 26, V 57, &c. 
(about 50 times without v./.), ἤιεν Syr. dea 24 (niev EL, ἦεν Aa, 
ἤϊε religut). The editors of Hdt. adopt ἤιε everywhere. 

8 Plur. ἧσαν (ἐπῆσαν τ 445, petnoav Knights 605) is the correct 
form in Archil. 81 (Meineke, ἦσαν vulyo). In Hadt., though in 
the MSS. of the latter it occurs (in exactly this form) only in 
II 163 (in all MSS. except 4 B, which have ἤισαν). ἦσαν is 
found in all MSS. I 62, ΠῚ 19, VIII 129. In III 14 all 
have -ῆσαν except F (-ἠεσαν), and in IV 123 ἦσαν is found in 
Bk. Elsewhere*® support for the genuine form may be sought 
in the reading ἤισαν (or ficav) varying with ἦσαν. We cannot 
believe with Bredow that the latter reading is due to a confusion 
with the imperfect of εἰμί (constructio praegnans). ἦσαν also 
occurs in the MSS. of Attic writers (Thukyd. I 1). jjecav* 
Xenophan. 33, where Bergk adopts ἤισαν with Meineke and 
Renner; ἐπεξήεσαν Hippokr. IL 226 in many MSS., ἤεσαν 
IX 340, as Arrian 36,, ἐπήεσαν Arrian 24,. Attic ἤεσαν (or 
ἤεσα») is ἃ v. 2, in Hdt. (I 80, 158, 191, IIL 14, 76, IV 201, 203, 
WV 92 (4), 108, VII 210, 211, 223, VIII 130, 138, IX 5). σον 
(τ 436 and in 7 other passages) Hdt. I 43 (in over 10 passages 
without v. /.), Hippokr. III 212 (vulgo εἴησαν, Scaliger εἰσίεσαν, 
Littré and Ermerins ἤισαν). The editors of Hdt. adopt ἤισαν * 
throughout. ἤεισαν Syr. dea 28 (ef. cod. d Hdt. IV 123, VIL 
Pit, 223, 293). 

The original inflection (A) in the 1 Sing. was ja=I. E. zum, whose direct 
descendant would have been *jia. This, after passing into *ja, regained its 
. from that of the plural®. 7, the 3 Sing., has been lost and in its stead we 
have je, inflected like a thematic verb. ἦσαν from augment + «+ cay, is the 


1 For #ew, by Ionic διάλυσις Eust. 50.9. Suidas 5. v. pa calls ἤια Ionic, and 
8. Ὁ. τριτημορίς cites Hdt. VIL 121 with ἤιε. 

2 Mél. gréco-rom. III 255. 

8 Cf. I 105, IIT 28, IV 140, VII 71, 178, VIII 130, 138, IX 5,56. Here 4B " 
generally have ἤισαν, C (sometimes P and d) ἦσαν. 

4 Suidas s.v. ja, calls ἤεσαν and ἤισαν Ionic. 

5 On the ἡ of ἦμεν, see Brugmann, Grundr. IL 2, § 481, note 1. 
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most ancient form of the 3 Plur. As old as Homer is (B) a second formation 
of a pluperfect (or aoristic)! character, the mark of which is -ec-a added to 
the verbal stem: ἤεα (or perhaps ἤεα &c.) from augment - ε(() Ὁ ε(σ)α, fee 
(ει), ἤεσαν. Of these forms one only (jee, in ἤει) has been preserved. (C) 
ἤιον in Hom. 1 Sing. 3 Plur. has passed into the thematic conjugation. ἤια, 
ἤιε, ἤισαν in Homer, Herodotos and elsewhere? are vicious forms. Augment 
+the verbal stem εἰ cannot become ηΐ, because an hiatus is thereby created 
which is opposed to the laws of the language?* (#:a &c. would be conceivable 
only if the present were éiu:, a form as impossible as Herodian’s ὄϊδα). For 
the misshapen words ia, ἤιε, ἤισαν in the text of Homer we must substitute, 
when we need trisyllabic forms, ἤεα (or Hea &c.) jee (Ξε ἤει N 247), ἤεσαν (and 
ἤεον for jov). For these archaisms* were substituted in course of time 7a, 
ἦε, ἦσαν, Which, to conform to the verse, suffered a ‘distraction’ that had 
the advantage of apparently restoring the radical vowel 1 (t-wev &c.). The 
text of Hdt. with its ja, 7ε, ἦσαν was then equated with that of Homer, 
διάλυσις being a chief feature of the later, as of the older, dialect according 
to the grammarians®. A similar case of the disturbance of tradition is that 
of ἐπήισε Hdt. IX 93. Here the genuine reading (in 4 BC) is ἐπῇσε which 
was lengthened to -ηισε in order to show Ionic diaeresis. Just so Apoll. 
Rhod. I 1023 &. introduced diaeresis in ἐπήισαδ. 

ἤει and ἤεσαν, having apparently pluperfect endings, jew and ἤεισαν were 
constructed to fill out the type. 


704.| φημί. This verb presents few noteworthy forms. φῇς 
(Hom.) occurs in Hdt. I 39, where 4 B have φῆις ; Hrd. ry, 
φής] Anakr. 41 has φή (sic)? for φησί (Hdt., Hippokr. 6. 9. 
IX 360); subj. φῆσι sic Hrd. 2,, ΞΞ φῇ Hippokr. VIL 422; φῶσι 
Hdt. IV 68; φαῖεν Hippokr. II 242; φάναι Hdt. I 24, &c., 
Hippokr. VII 222, ods (Hom.) Hdt. 1 111, &c., Hippokr. IV 78, 
Zeleia 1135; ἔφασαν Hdt. 11 118; φήσω 11 49; ἔφησαν Hippokr. 
IX 358, subj. φήσω VI 36; φάσθαι Xenophan. 64, φάμενος (Hom.) 
Hdt, 11 18, Hippokr. VI 342, ἐφάμην (Hom.) Hdt. VI 69. 


8.» 
ειμι. 


705.] Present Indicative. εἰμί Archil. 1,, Hippon. 83,, 
Anakr. 15, Theog. 314, &c., Hdt. VI 86 (a), &e. εἴς 9 (Hom.) 


* The type is represented by ἤδεα < *HfFeldeca; cf. ὃ 702, note. Hdn. ΤΙ 
7942 called 7a perfect, ἤειν pluperfect. ὁ 

* EIE, Gortyna Code II 47, is either je or ἤει, not ἤιε. ἤια is even found in 
the MSS. Xenophon, Kyrop. V 4. 

8. Cf. Schmidt, K. Z. XXIV 304, note. 

* je: was retained because of its (apparently) modern look. Nauck would 
displace ἤει, which occurs at the verse end, by ἦεν. 

δ Cf. Hust. 5029. 

δ See Schulze, K. Ζ. XXIX 252. 

τ Cf. Apollon, Adv. 133, Schn., Hdn. I 431,, II 210, (Joh. Alex. 214). 

ὃ pao Ionic: Choirob. 882,,=An. Ox. LV 37823 ; SO too imperat. φάο An. 
Ox. IV 213,95; Choirob. 882,,. 

ἢ In Hrd. 35, the grave accent appears in the papyrus. On this accentua- 

tion in Homer, ef. Hdn. II 131,,, 140,,, La Roche, H. 7, K. 241. In Hamer 
ἐσσ᾽ can be read everywhere except in p 388. 
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Archil. 107 (MSS. εἰς), Hrd. 1,, 3.4, 795, Hdt. ΠῚ 71, &c., and 
perhaps in Anakr. 7 (MSS. js). 


Attic εἶ (morphologically an older form than εἴς ; ef. pf-s for φησί) has 
been introduced into Theog. 456, Anakr. 57, Hrd. 52), Hdt. III 140, 142 &e., 
Hippokr. IX 338, Ion 1. 


ἐσσί Homeric and Syrakusan, not later Ionic, Theog. 875 
(epic reminiscence). ἐστί Archil. 39,, Anakr. 92, Theog. 376, &c. 
eiuey Hdt. VII ΟΣ &c., Hrd. 6,, ee) Attic ἐσμέν is to be 
displaced in Archil. 59,, Diog. Apoll. 6. ἐστέ Tyrt. 11,, Anakr. 
84, Hrd. 2). εἰσί (Hom.) Hipponax 29,, Hrd. 1:0, Archil. 3,, 
Theog. 163, Phokyl. 15,, Hdt., Hippokr., &e. ἔασι (Hom.) 
Xenophan. 7,, Theog. 623, Hrd. 4,, (the only example in Hrd., 
and that in the prayer of the temple custodian), not in Hat. (v. 4. 
I 125), but often in the pseudo-Ionists (Aretaios at least 12 
times, Euseb. Mynd. no. 58). 


706.| Subjunctive. ἔω (Hom.) Hdt. IV 98. js Theog. 1208, 
Hdt. VIII 102, Hippokr. IX 338. 7 (σι Hom.) Kallin. 1,,, 
Xenophan. 1,, (conj.), 5,, Phokyl. το, Theog. 154 and τὸ times 
elsewhere, Solon 4,,, Sim. Amorg. 7, Sim. Keos(?) 851), 
ΠΥ ΠΕ ΠΙΌΞ ΤΡ  ΠΠῚῚ Ὡς Joos ΠΟΙ EV 665 Se.,-Hippokr 11 
14, 368, III 236, 240, 506, IX 480, &c., Aret. 35, 36, 46, 59. 
Always in the inscriptions: ἤν Halik. 238,,, εἶ Oropos 18,,, 94 
(εἶ < ἦι « em, cf. § 239), παρ(ῆ). Chios, Paspates 9,,. εἢ in the 
subjunctive was contracted in all branches of the later Ionic. 
The uncontracted form ἔῃ (Hom.) is found in Theog. 466, 1354, 
as an epic reminiscence. It has been wrongly imtroduced into 
Hippokr., e.g. I 606, IV 80, V 482, VI 62, and Aret. 5, 158 
(ἢ same page) and very often elsewhere. ὦμεν Theog. 595, 597; 
1243 (ἔωμεν ὃ). ἔωσι (Hom.) Teos, Mitth. XVI 292, 1. 4, Hdt. 
II 39, IV 66, &e., Demokr. 205, Hippokr. II 18, 20, 58, 66, 74, 
ioe Ὁ 227.7200. 790, 1119226, 7329. του 27574, τοῦ; 
158. For ὦσι (Hom.) in Hdt. 11 89 read ἔωσι. ὦσι occurs in 
pseudo-Hippokratic treatises (VII 422, ἔωσι same page). 


707.| Optative. εἴην (Hom.) Theog. 653, εἴης (Hom.) Theog. 
1177, εἴησθα Theog. 715, εἴη (Hom.) Xenophan. 2.» 10» Tyrt. 125, 
Theog. 349, 979, 1153, &c., Archil. 58,, Hdt., &c., but ἐνέοι 
Hdt. VII 6 (the only case in Hdt.), ἔοι Aret. 169 (cf. Hom. ἔοις, 
Zou), εἶεν (Hom.) Theog. 327, Hdt. I 63, 170, &e. εἴησαν Hat. 
I z, II 6, 102, IV 46, &c., Hippokr. II 16, 88. The -ησαν form 
becomes more frequent after the time of Hdt. In early Attic 
poetry it is nowhere metrically certain. 


708.| Imperative. On Hekataios’ ἔσθι, see § 144, 13 ἴσθι 
1 An. Ox. I 130i), 1625, Choirob. 860, =An. Ox. IV 3570. 
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Theog. 301, Hdt. I 118. ἤτω appears in Hippokr. VIIT 340 
(where 0, C, Hf have ἔστω) and Aretaios 203. It is not Ionic, 
only late Greek (N. T., &c.). Curtius, Verbum I 177, regarded it 
as contracted from *édrw!. It is rather a ‘ springing’ analogical 
form (ef. ἤτω, ἔστω with ἤστην or ἤτην, ἐστόν). ea would not 
have been contracted in Tonic. ἔστω Olynthos 8 B 1, Chios 
174 A 15, ἔστων Chalkidian 13,, Chios 174 A 21, Thasos J. H. 8. 
VIII 402, 6, 9. Attic ἔστωσαν appears in the MSS. in Hdt. 
1 147, Hippokr. VII 222. 


709.| Infinitive. εἶναι Hretria, ᾿Ε φημ. apy. 1890-1, pp. 195-6, 
Erythr. 199;, 10» Amphip. 10,, and often, Mimn. 55, Phokyl. 4,, 
Anakr. 73, Solon 279, Theog. 129, 405, 1283, Hdt., &. «iy in 
Eretria, "Eqnu. ἀρχ. 1887, p. 77, 1. το, Olynthos 8 A 3, ἐξεῖν 
Oropos 1855.5; (εἶναι ]. 32). For εἶναι πεφυκέναι in Hesychios, 
Baunack in his Studien I 176 happily suggests that we read 
eiv. ‘This form is an analogue of δοῦν, &e.,§ 700, 2. On ἔμμεναι, 
see § 700, 3; on εἶμεν § 700, 4. 


710.| Participle?. 1. Inscriptions. ἐών Arkesine 35 twice 
(metrical), Paros 58, ἐόντος Oropos 1845, ., Halikarn. 238,5; 
ἐόντι Zeleia 114 C 3, ἐόν[ τα] Halikarn. 238.,, ἐόντες Chios 174 
B 26, ἐόντας Thasos 71,; ἐούσης Mylasa 248 C 5. 


Attic ὥν appears in Thasos 72, (after 300 B.c.), ὄντι Mylasa 248 A 6 (367- 
66 3B.c.), ὄντας Halikarn. 240 A 6 (fifth century’); οὖσα Erythr. 206 C 40 
(after 278 B.c.). 


2. Lyric Poets. ἐών Kallin. 1,,, Tyrt. 10), 123, Mimn. 3,, 
72, Solon [1339], 271» 13, Theog. 28, 122, 570, 866, &. ἐών 
Xenophan. 2,,, Hrd. 23,; ἐόντος Theog. 21 ; ἐόντι Theog. 1060 ; 
ἐόντα Archil. 80, Phokyl. 13, Solon 4,, (neuter), Theog. 502, 
1368, Hrd. 7,9); ἐόντες Phokyl. g,, ἐόντες Hrd. 2,,, the only case 
in Hrd. of the writing eo when eo is closed (elsewhere ev), εὔντων 
Hrd. 2,;, 6,, with an unusual ev; ἐοῦσα Archil. 31, Theog. 267, 
Hrd. 6,,; ἐοῦσαν Theog. 193. 


Forms from the monosyllabic stem: ὥν Theog. 92, 102, 407, 516, 666, 668, 
916, 1118, 1380, Hrd. 545, 7. (read édy)'; ὄντα Sim. Amorg. 754, Lheog. 98, 
ὄντων Theog. 515, 517; οὖσι Theog. 1133, εὖσαν Hrd. 1, (Ὁ), 5:ς, οὔσας Solon 49. 
Homer has only two cases of the shorter form : ὄντας ἡ 94, οὔσης τ 480. 


*» So too Brugmann in Curtius’ Studien IX 310 (1876), 

? Greg. Kor. § 17, Tzetz. Ex. Il. 115,;. 

* Dittenberger (no, 6) places this document only slightly later than the 
Lygdamis inscription (Bechtel 238) which is earlier than 454 B.c. Other 
scholars do not regard no, 240 as so old, In any case this instance of ὄντας 
is the earliest in the inscriptions. 

* ὧν in Hrd, VI is now shown to be wrong (ef. 1,;). 
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3. Prose. ἐών, ἐόντος, ἐοῦσα &e., are the proper! forms in 
Hat. (cf. Lukian de Domo 20), Herakl. 2, 7, 62, 92, Anaxag. 1, 
4, 6, &c., Melissos, 1, 2, &., Diog. Apoll. 2, 6, Demokr. 20,, 1.» 
21, 31, 214, Hekat. 362, Ion 1, Hippokr. II 68, 78, 238, 256, 
334, 626, 690, 698, 111] 36, 50, 72, 190, 222, Menekrates (Dion. 
Halk. I-77). In the pseudo-Ionists we find the same forms: 
Lukian 33 times, Arrian 13, Abydenos 2, Eusebios once, Euseb. 
Mynd. 17, Vita Hom. 18, Aret. very often. Attic év in Lukian 
7 times, Arrian 11, Euseb. Mynd. 2, Vita Hom. 2. 


711.] Imperfect. 1. ἔα 3 (Hom.) Hdt. II 19 is derived from 
Hom. ἦα (=I. E. ésm) by shortening of the latter's η, not by 
metathesis quantitatis, though in Hom, the a of ἔα appears 
to be long (A 31, E 887, ξ 222, 352). Contracted from ἔα 
is Attic ἢ which appears in Hrd. 5,,, where we may read ἔα, 
perhaps the original reading in the intention of the copyist. 
2. ἔας Hdt. 1 187 and éare are later forms constructed from ἔα. 
Cf. ἔχεας, ἐχέατε. ἧς Anakr. 7 (cis?). ἦσθα (Hom.) Theog. 
1314 15 a perfect form. 3. ἦν Theog. 700, 788, goo, Archil. 32,, 
115, 126, 139, Sim. Amorg. 16,, Hippon. 38, 51,,-Hdt., &c. 
ἔην * in an epigram of the fifth century, Chios 175,, is a poetical 
(Homeric) form which was adopted in the late Ionic, e.g. Lukian 
Syr. dea 18, Aret. 43; it is out of place in Hdt., though found in 
all MSS. VII 143. Hom. ἦεν is also foreign to New Ionic. 
éoxe® (Hom.) Mimn.14,,, Hdt. 4. ἦμεν Hippokr. IX 340, 350. 
5. éare Hdt. IV 119, V 92(a). 6. ἦσαν (Hom.) Xenophan. 3,, 75. 
Anakr. 85, Hdt. (Hom. ἔσαν often in Aldus). ἔσκον Hadt. 


712.| Future. ἔσομαι Theog. 872, 878; ἔσσῃ (cf. Hom. 
ἔσσεαι) Theog. 239, 252, ἔσεαι 5 (Hom.) 884, Hdt. IT 5, 78, &e., 
Lukian 7. A. 4, 5, Euseb. Mynd. 63; ἔση (Hom.) Theog. 1106, 
1242; ἔσται (Hom.) Kumai, Roberts I 173, Hdt. III 134, 
Theog. 659, 1048, Solon 13,,; ἔσσεται (Hom.) Kallin. 1,, Tyrt. 
10,, Theog. 801, 1280, Archil. eleg. 3,, Hrd. 24),, Syr. dea 20; 
ἔσεται 19, 25; ἐσσόμεθα Theog. 1246; ἔσονται Hdt. III 134, 
Theog. (Mimn.) 877; ἔσοιτο Hdt. VII 226; ἔσεσθαι VII 219, 
Hippokr. II 42, Theog. 1077; ἐσσομένοισιν (Hom.) Theog. 251. 


713. | κεῖμαι. 
1. Present (Perfect) Indicative. From the analogy of Sanskrit 


1 Attic forms occur as υ. 1. in Hdt. I 20 &¢., Hippokr. III 88, VII 450 (next 
line ἐοῦσιν). ὄντων is cited from Protagoras. 

2 Hdn. II 525; (Schol. Ven. A on E 887), 3263), ef. Choirob. 601, and 56429, 
60253, 866,;; Eust. 618,5) 175919 πα. (Herakleides), 1761,, and 4774, 88315. 

3 See Monro, H. 6. § 12. 

4 Of obscure origin: generally compared with eram. Brugmann, Gram. 
p. 164, derives it from ἐσησ-. 

5 An, Ox, I 15 9,5. δ Kt. M. 383. 
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we expect in Greek two types of inflection : (1) κεῖται Ξε φζέδ, with 
a surprising retention of the strong stem, (2) κέεται « κεζι)εταιΞε 
cdyaté. Whether Hom. κέονται (=Vedie ¢éyanté) and the New 
Ionic forms with ee are a direct inheritance representing the 
second type of inflection, or whether they are innovations within 
Greek itself, cannot be determined beyond doubt. The fact that 
Homer rejects κέεται ᾿ and κέεσθαι makes for the view that these 
two forms at least are late analogues of κέονται. κέονται itself is 
suspicious for the additional reason that it occurs only at the 
verse end?; but it will have to stand. Cf. ἔοι, ἐών with thematic 
vowel. Nauck’s κέενται occurs in Aretaios 141, but it is there 
a vow nihili, made from κεῖνται to match κέεται and show Ionic 
διάλυσις. After its appearance in Homer, κέονται does not occur 
again until Hippokrates. 

1 Singular: κεῖμαι Hdt. IV τι. 

2 Singular: κεῖσαι (Hom.) Hrd. 4,,, 55. πρόκεαι epist. Thales 
is an error for -κείαι or -κεισαι. In the Hymn to Hermes 254 
all MSS. have κατάκειαι, which Gemoll emends to -κειῖσαι. 

Singular: κεῖται (Hom.) Sim. Amorg. 7, (cf. Sim. Keos (Ὁ) 
8511), Hrd. 7,,, and without a variant in the following chapters 
of Hdt.:—I 9, 50, 51, 11 123, IV 18, 22, 99, VII 198, 200, 216, 
VIII 60. In Il 149, 155, 111 57, VII τι κεῖται is supported by 
ABR, im Ν1Π 135 by 4 BCd, τὰ IV 45, 59, ΠῚ 138 by 4 B, 
in IV 62 by ἢ, &e. In Hippokr. III 190, V 674 Littré and 
Ermerins adopt κεῖται. In the letters IX 322, 338, 416, 418, 
422, 424 κεῖται may be Attic. 

κέεται occurs in the MSS. of Hdt. over 30 times without 
a variant, e.g. 1 14, 118, 142, 178, 181 dis, 183, II 17, 34, 38, 
83 dis. Littré adopts it in Hippokr. II 12, 14, 54, 70, go, &e. 
But in IT 14, 54, 70 (L.) Ermerins reads κεῖται. κέεται occurs in 
Lukian Syr. dea 39 (υ. ἰ. κέαται), Arrian 31,, Aret. 3, 15, 60, 
DAG 202. 

κέαται in the 3 Sing. is a mistaken form, found in the MSS. of 
Hdt. (I 183, IL 83, III 31, TV 62, 64)", and frequent in Lukian: 
Syr. dea 6, ὃ, 27, 30; in 28, 29, 35, and 45 there is found the υ. ὦ. 
κέεται. In 10, 28, 51 a neuter plural is the subject. 

3 Plural: κεῖνται, the original and Attic form, does not appear 
in Tonic until Hippokrates, where. in II 24 codex # and the 
vulgate adopt it (Littré xéovra:). Cf. VII 442, IX 406 epist. 
(v. ὁ. κέονται). It also occurs in Hrd. 35, 40" 


1 The indicative κεῖται never has its penult in the thesis. The only 
possible occurrence of ee in Homer is where, for κῆται or κεῖται of the MSS., 
κέεται may be read. This is however the subjunctive ; see below. κέσκετο is 
not from κεέσκετο according to Schmidt, K. Z. XXVI 381. 

2 X 510, A 341, w 232. 

ὃ κέεται is even written for κέαται (plural) in R in Hdt. VIII 27; and in 
Hippokr. II 22 one MS. has κεῖται for the plural. 
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κέαται Ξε κε(ι) + ara. for -νταῖι (§ 612) appears in Homer, Archil. 
169, Hdt. I 14, 105, 133, V1 58, VIII 27, Lukian Asérol. 3, 
Aretaios 295 (276 Ὁ), Euseb. Mynd. 63. 

κείαται (Hom.) is found in Mimn. 11,. It is a later form 
than κέαται, its . having been reinstated from the analogy of 
κεῖται, κείμεθα, κεῖσθε. 

κέονται (Hom.) Hippokr. II 18, 22 dis, 24, 48, Aretaios 51, 
131. Ermerins reads κέαται, not κέονται, in Hippokrates. 

False forms are κέανται v. 7, Hdt. I 133, a supposed plural to 
κέαται (cf. § 585), and κέενται Aretaios 141 (see above). 

2. Subjunctive. κέηται occurs in Hippokr. VII 40, 206, but 
κεῖται in IX 40, 50 as in T 32, Q 554, β 102, τ 147, ὦ 137, and 
according to Hermann in ε 395. Here κῆται is usually read 
since the time of Wolf, except by Ludwich who adopts κεῖται. 
κῆται has the support of Ven. A in the passages from the Iliad, 
but is not well attested in those from the Odyssey. Curtius 
regarded κεῖται as contracted from κείεται (Studien VII 100, 
Verbum 11 85; cf. Hartel, Hom, Stud. 111 11). It is better to 
explain it as representing an older κέεται. κείετ᾽ would seem to 
be required in © 554, where the verse begins with κεῖται ἐνί. 
Its position here is however due to a late shifting of the word 
from the place in the verse where it might stand with propriety. 

κέωνται" Hippokr. III 438, Aretaios 19,147. In 220 Aretaios 
has κέηνται (G@ V, κέηται H). 

3. Optative. κέοιτο Hdt. I 67, Hippokr. IV 122. 

4. Imperative. κείσθω Hdt. {1 171 is. 

5. Infinitive. κεῖσθαι (Hom.) Hdt. ΤΙ 127, IV 22, VI 57, 
IX 105 in all MSS., and to be adopted in II 2 (so ἢ 4), III 34 
(R), IV 11, 195 (4 BR) where κέεσθαι is found in some MSS. 
This holds even in III 22, where no MS. has κεῖσθαι. Littré 
accepts κεῖσθαι in Hippokr. HI 438, V 694 ds, but κέεσθαι 
II 24, 118 (vulgo κεῖσθαι). Aretaios certainly has κέεσθαι 9, 49, 
214, 236, 285. 

6. Participle. κείμενος in Hdt., Hippokr., &c., Aretaios 237, 
317, 318 has κεόμενος but κείμενος 53. 

7. Imperfect (Pluperfect). ἔκειτο (Hom.) is found nearly 20 
times in Hdt. without any variant, e.g. I 119, 123, VII 158, 
VIII 41, IX 40. éxéero is generally not well supported: I 51 
(all MSS. except 4c), 196 (C), 111 12 (all except & which has 
κέεται), VI 61 (-εκέατο A BC d), VIL 36 (1). Hippokrates has 


1 The open vowels do not here violate the laws of contraction. When a 
non-thematic verb passes into the © conjugation, contraction need not ensue. 

2 Cf. rapakedueba’ ἐγκείμενοι ὦμεν in Hesychios. 

3 προσκέοιτο' προκείμενος εἴη, Hesychios. 


aq 
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ἔκειτο often, e.g. II 644, 650, 666, 694, 698, 704, 712, 716, 
III 32, 46, 56, 58, 62, 102, 112, 12%, 124, 142; Aret. 184, 
Arrian 28.,. 

éxéaro (Hom.) Hdt. I 167, III 83, VI 49, VII 229, VIII 25, 
84, IX 22, 57 without variation. In Lukian’s Syr. dea 20, 45, 
this form is used in the singular. Cf. v./. Hdt. VI 61. 

ἔκειντο (Hom.) Hippokr. II 660. 


8. Future. (κείσεαι Hom.) κείσεται is to be read in Hippokr. 
III 438 where Littré has κείσηται. , 

Great inconsistency exists in the recent editions of Hdt. in 
respect of the inflection of κεῖμαι. 


κέεται only, S (Stein), K (Kallenberg), and B (Bredow) ; κέεται and κεῦται 
H (Holder), A (Abicht) ; éxéero only, AB; ἔκειτο only, K; ἐκέετο and ἔκειτο 
SH; κείσθω BSH K, κεέσθω A; κεῖσθαι only, B; κεῖσθαι and κέεσθαι SH A K. 
Dindorf admits no variation from κεε-. 


The only objection to the adoption throughout of κει- which 
we favour, is the preponderance of κέεται over κεῖται. It looks 
as if the open forms were due to the grammarians! who, misled 
by κέονται and the open subjunctive and optative forms, regarded 
κει- as contracted from κεε- 3. 


714.] ἧμαι. 


1. Present Indicative. κάθημαι Archil. 87,, Theog. 1281, 
κάτησαι Hdt. IIL 134 (καθ- A Bd), ἧσται (Hom.) Hdt. IX 57, 
κάθηται Hrd. 34,, ἕαται (Hom.) Hrd. 74, (?), κατέαται Hdt. I 199, 
II 86, IV 66, 196. εἵαται Καὶ 100 (where ἥαται 3. 15 correct) has 
forced an entrance into Lukian’s Syr. dea 31. 


κάθημαι is from ἔκάθησ-μαι, κάτησαι from *kdrno-ca; but κάθηται follows the 
analogy of κάθημαι. We should expect κάθησται. fara: represents ἥαται < 
jo-vrat, Skt. asate; ὃ 612, 1. 


2. Imperative. κάθησο (Hom.) Hrd. 6,, Hippokr. IX 354. 
3. Participle. κατήμενος Hdt. VIII 73, καθ- Eusebios δ 8, 9. 


4. Imperfect. καθῆστο in all MSS., Hdt. I 46, III 83 where 
κατ- 1s now generally adopted +. So too καθῆστο Hippokr. 1X 350. 
Hdt. does not use the later form καθῆτο. In the plural (see § 616, 3) 
we find -earo in κατέατο III 144, VIII 73, 1X go, περικατέατο 


τ Apollonios Dyskolos Adv. (Bekk. Aneed. II 553,;) cites néw; but it is a 
figment. 

* κέεσθαι has even been introduced into the text of Archimedes (II 142, 18, 
ef. 168, 12) and of the pseudo-Pythagoreans. 

5 Reported as Ionic: Gram. Vat. 694, Eust. 1895,, (from Herakleides). 

* On the uncertainty in reference to the breathing in such compounds, 
see §§ 406, 407. Homer has καθῆστο A 560, καθήμενος 25. The unoriginal 


asper is due to association with ἕζεσθαι, (ew, ἵζεσθαι which complement the 
inflection. 
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VI 23, VIII i111, though the MSS. often have the augmented 
forms (all MSS. in III 144, VI 23, VIII 73) and 6 for τ. 
Homer has ἕατο H 414, and Eusebios § 8 προσεκατέατο according 
to Miller. Epic ἧντο (footnote 2, p. 513) and Attic καθῆντο do 
not appear in Hdt. 


Prepositions. 


715.] ἀνά. The form with apocope appears in ἀμ πεδίον 
Mimn. 14, and in ἄμπαυσις 12,. Homer uses neither ἀναπαύομαι 
nor ἀμπαύομαι, but Hdt. (ὁ 322) has the latter as well as other 
words with ἀν-. Solon has ἀνταράξας (’AO. πολ. 12, 5), Herodas 
ἄστηθι 8, , 4, but ἀνασταθεῖσα 6,, ἀναστήσῃ 1,5. Forms showing the 
disappearance of v before o occur as Ὁ. ὦ. in K 32, 176 (cf. B 398, 
694) and in the dialects of Attika, Boiotia and Argos. ἄμπωτις 
(cf. ὁ 367) is found once in Arrian (21.), who usually employs the 
form without apocope (299, 303, 375). ἄμπωτις is frequent in 
late literature (Dio Cass., Longinos), and, in fact, is more common 
than dvdzwris?. Even in the dialogue parts of tragedy we meet 
with apocope, which occurs in Xenophon alone of the classic Attic 
prose writers (ἄμπωτις, ἀμβολάς, &c.). 

ἄχρι of space, Hdt. II 138, Hrd. 1,,, Chios 174 A 3—4, of time 
Solon 13,,, Hrd. 7,,. From the prepositional use has been 
developed the use as a conjunction (Hdt., Hippokr., Hrd. 45; 4g). 
In all the above passages Hrd. has ἄχρις (cf. ᾧ 366). ἄχρι οὗ or 
ἄχρι as a conjunction appears neither on Attic nor Ionic inscrip- 
tions. μέχρι is preferred to ἄχρι in the inscriptions and in 
Herodotos. 

διέξ, Archil, 5 (one MS. διέκ), 164 before a consonant; cf. 
πάρεξ. 

ἐκ takes the form ἐκγ in ἐκγ Μακεδονίης Olynthos 8 B ο, 
the stone-cutter having first engraved ἐκ, and then bethought 
himself of the pronunciation, Cf. ἐκγ Μαγνησίας Smyrna, 
Dittenb. Syl2. 1734955 193. ἐκγ Ναυπάκτου Delphi, cid. 189,, 
éxydnulav Lampsakos, 200, (but ἐγδημήσας 1. 15). On ἐχ- for 
éx- see § 351, 1, on éy- for ἐκ- see ὃ 411. ἐξαλαμῖνος = ἐκ Σαλ-, 
Priene 141,, an inscription in Ionic orthography, not in Ionic 
dialect. ἐχ is not used when o follows. 

εἵνεκεν occurs first in Pindar, Jsthm. VIII (Υ 11) 35, and in fact 
as a conjunction {εἵνεκεν πεπρωμένον ἦν), where we do not hesitate 
to accept Donaldson’s οὕνεκεν. No passage before the Alexandrian 
period which contains the conjunction in any of its various forms 


1 See Lobeck’s Phrynichus, p. 349. ἄνθεσαν (παρ-, kar-) are Ionic: Bekk. 
An. 7193. 
ὦ Ὁ ὦ 
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is free from error. See below. As a preposition, εἵνεκεν occurs 
nearly 30 times in Herodotos without a variant. In about 40 
passages it varies with εἵνεκα, the advantage being on the side of 
the form in -ev!. Bredow contended that εἵνεκεν alone was 
correct in Hdt., and Dindorf and Abicht adopt it throughout. 
Hippokrates uses it in II 270 (ἕνεκεν DS'K 4.1), 290 (AS'K, 
εἵνεκα Lor., ἕνεκεν vulgo) according to Littré. There are also traces 
of its presence in IX 404 (epist.). Aretaios adopts it in 94, 102, 
178, 333, 344; so too Archimedes IT 294, 6 according to the MSS. 


εἵνεκεν is found on very late metrical inscriptions from Attika: ’A@ny. VIII 
531, Kaibel, Epigram., 152, eleg., 953 trim. Epigrams in iambics of the im- 
perial period do not hesitate to introduce a form that belongs properly to the 
elegiac epigram. In Demosth. 45, 11 it is not to be adopted. Attic prose 
inscriptions have no trace of its occurrence till a very late date: C. I. A. III 
697, 9, 1218, 5. εἵνεκεν was elsewhere used in very late prose inscriptions 
(Siphnos, C. 1. G. 2423 ὃ, 3, Thespiai 7.1. 1630, 2, Lakonia 1445, 6, Kephallenia 
1929, 7; and in Keil’s Anall. p. 96 ff., 1. 8). In all these cases it owes its 
presence to the influence of Ionic upon the Κοινή. 


εἵνεκε 18 probably a mistaken form in Aret. 201, v./. Hdt. 
VII 133 (so Aldus I 73, 80), though it is paralleled by évexe. 

εἵνεκα “15 employed by Homer, Hesiod, Theog. 46, 730, 1202, 
Sim. Amorg. 7,35 (εἵνεκ᾽), Anakr. 45,, [Sim. Keos] 184,. It is 
found in Herodotos about 80 times without any variant. Stein 
confesses his inability to decide whether εἵνεκα or εἵνεκεν is more 
in harmony with the genius of the dialect, and gives a place to 
both forms; a procedure adopted by Kallenberg and Holder. 
εἵνεκα is found in Demokr. 184 and in 4 in Hippokrates II 248 
(Littré ἕνεκεν ; some MSS. ἕνεκα). In Hippokr. epist. 17,, 
Hrmerins adopts εἵνεκα, Hercher εἵνεκεν (the word is omitted by 
Littré IX 358). In IX 328, 356 Littré adopts εἵνεκα despite 
variants, and this form is read by Kiihn in Aret. 288. Lukian’s 
Syr. dea has 9 cases of εἵνεκα in all MSS., Arrian only one (33,), 
and Huseb, Mynd. one (frag. 24). 


Aischylos has εἵνεκα in Prometh. 395, Suppl. 188, but 4 cases of οὕνεκα in M; 
Sophokles has not a single case of εἵνεκα, 25 of οὕνεκα in L; in Euripides 
εἵνεκα rests on the evidence of inferior MSS.; Aristophanes and the other 
comic dramatists have 12 cases of εἵνεκα to 30 of οὕνεκα (apart from ΤΙ cases 
of fluctuation). Undoubtedly εἵνεκα has usurped the place of οὕνεκα in tragedy. 
In Attic metrical inscriptions εἵνεκα may be followed from 450 8. σ. to the 
empire. In Attic prose οὕνεκα prevails except in Demosthenes, but there are 
sporadic occurrences of εἵνεκα in Thukydides, Xenophon, Antiphon, Plato, 
Isaios, ὅθ. When Demosthenes desires to avoid the tribrach form he prefers 


1 On the terminations -ey, -e, -a, see under ἔπειτε, ὃ 716. 


2 a this form in its relation to οὕνεκα, see Wackernagel, K, Z, XXVIII 
109 ff. 
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εἵνεκα (at least 20 times in Σ) to οὕνεκα. εἵνεκα does not make its appearance 
on an Attie prose inscription till 30 B.c.-68 Α. Ὁ. (C. I. A, III 785, 3, where 
tera is written), nor on a Lakonian inscription till the period of the empire 
(C. I. ἃ. 1446, 17). In Attic prose the presence of the non-Attic form, if 
correct at all, can be explained only as an indirect reflection, through tragedy, 
of the epic. In the language of the Kow# it is borrowed from the Ionic 
dialect represented by the prose writers of the fifth century. 


ἕνεκεν appears in Homer (twice only: p 288, 310), and in Pindar 
(except Isthm. VIII (VII) 35, Οἱ. II 5). On an inscription 
from Erythrai (204), slightly older than the oldest Attic epi- 
graphical document containing the form (see the note), we find 
ἕνεκεν. This form reappears in Thasos 72, (300-250 B.c.) and 
in Priene 141, (metrical), an inscription in Ionic orthography, 
not in Ionic dialect Neither of the two inscriptions in dialect 
is free from Atticisms; and the initial ε for εἰ makes for the 
conclusion that ἕνεκεν is one of these Atticisms. It is immaterial 
whether a vowel or consonant follows the form. It is also an 
occasional v./. in Hdt. (I 80), and was adopted by Littré in 
Hippokr. IT 248, IX 320, 360 (both letters). 


The oldest occurrence of ἕνεκεν in Attic inscriptions is C. I. A. II 987 A a 
(ἕνεκα 1. 5) dating after 350 B.c. The next oldest is Dittenb. Syll. 427.57 
(302 B.c.). Both documents deal with the religious affairs of the θιασῶται. 
In the third century ἕνεκεν first appears in state decrees and in the following 
century is three times as frequent as ἕνεκα. It is not in good odour in Attic 
prose, but as it occurs on fourth century inscriptions, we see no reason to 
reject it. Aristophanes uses évexa often, and Euripides in anapaests and 
lyric measures. ἕνεκεν (and ἕνεκα) appears on late Dorie inscriptions: 
Astypalaia, C. I. 6. 2488;, Kalymna 2671,,, Kalaurea, C. D. I. 33794. 


évexe is known from a Samian inscription in Dittenb. SyZ/. 
132,; (from about 302 B.c.) whence it may be read in Mutt. 
IX 196 1. 7 (322 B.c.) though only the final letter is to be seen 
on the stone. It also appears in Kyzikos (Ὁ. I. G. 5655.» 
second or third century B.c.) and in a Spartan document (/. ὦ. 
1347,., Whence it is conjectured in 1404). None of the inscrip- 
tions from Ionia contain any trace of Ionism. Only late 
literature admits the presence of évexe. 

ἕνεκα is used by Homer!, Theog. 518, [Sim. Keos] 186. In 
Tonic prose it is to be regarded as an Attic intruder: Hippokr. 
II 248—see under εἵνεκα---, epist. IX 428 (εἵνεκα C), epist. 
Herakl. in Diogenes’ Life § 14, Lukian dstro/. 27, Arrian 15,, 
23, (Eberhard εἴ-), Euseb. Mynd. 5 times. 


1 Because his theory of the Homeric dialect will not permit the coexistence 
of εἵνεκα and ἕνεκα from éf-, Schulze in his Quaest. Hom. pp. 135, 494 conjec- 
tures ὅεκα in place of ἕνεκα (about 30 times in Homer). ἕνεκα is simply not 
Tonic. 


- 
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In connection with the above we may here mention οὕνεκεν and 
οὕνεκα, both preposition and conjunction. As a preposition 
οὕνεκα took its rise from such combinations as ἐκεινοὔύνεκα, ἐμοῦ- 
veka, 4. 6. ἐκείνου + ἕνεκα, &e., and in contradistinction to ἕνεκα 15 
postpositive. The forms in Ionic are derived from the contrac- 
tion of -ov-+er (spurious). The conjunction οὕνεκα is formed 
from οὗ +évexa, as τοὔνεκα from τοῦ (=rovrov) + ἕνεκα. As 
οὕνεκα as a preposition usurped the function of ἕνεκα, &e., so 
εἵνεκεν and ἕνεκα finally usurped that of οὕνεκα the conjunction * 
in Kallimachos frag. 287 and 471. Cf. μέχρι as preposition and 
conjunction. οὕνεκεν (1) prep.? Hrd. 1,4, Demosth. 289 (322) 
epigram 1. 5, and even in prose: Phaidros 259 D according to 
three MSS. followed by Bekker where the Bodleian, according 
to Thompson, has οὖν ἕνεκεν. (2) conj. Pindar, Hrd. 2,,, 61; 
Aret. 102. Cf. drotvexey Hrd. 7105 with Attic ov for ev (cf. 449), 
Prometh. 330 δθούνεκα. τοὔνεκεν Xenophan. 219, Sim. Keos 5;;. 
οὕνεκα (1) as a prep. occurs in the drama (see under εἵνεκα) 
and Attic prose. On poetical inscriptions we find it in 
C. I. A. IV ὁ, 422, no. 4 (perhaps before 600 B.c.), IV ὁ, 491, ὃ 
(fifth century). Wilamowitz (Herak/. II 83), alluding to the 
fact that the last named inscription has reference to an hetaera, 
regards οὕνεκα as plebeian. It is used by Solon (37,, trim.), and 
in Kaibel 241 a, 12, 821,, 869,, 888 a, 6 (Roman). (2) conj. 
Homer, Pindar, tragedy, Theog. 854, 1349, Hippokr. As a 
conjunction οὕνεκα 15 very rare in ordinary Attic. τοὔνεκα Theog. 
488, Lukian Syr. dea 33, 39, 54; cf. ὁτεὔνεκ᾽ Hrd. 5.0, 622, 745 


which is probably for -vexa, not -veke. 


és, εἰς, The question arises whether only one of these forms 
is Ionic, or whether both are the property of the dialect. 


1. Inscriptions: On the inscriptions from the Kyklades and 
the Asiatic maimland and neighbouring islands we find ἘΣ 
invariably before 400 B.c. A (metrical). Samos 215,, a certain 
example of és. B (Prose), Naxos 26, Keos 43,,, Prokonnesos 103., 
Ephesos 145,, Teos 156 A 6, 7, το, Chios 174 A 2, 4, 8 (ἔσω), 
B 3, ὃ, Halikarn. 238,,. In those later inscriptions in which EI 
represents the spurious diphthong εἰ, EX may be transcribed és : 
Olynthos ὃ A 6 (389-383 B.c.), Amphipolis 10,, (ἐστήλην ; 
357 B.C.), Erythrai 2021, (éor#Anv; about 350 B.C.), 20249, 
2035, 9 (about 350 B.C.), 2045, (ἐστήλην ; not much earlier than 


1 Cf. Apoll. Dysk. 239, Schn. and Kallimachos I 187, Schneider. In the 
ancient grammarians there is scarcely a trace of the preposition οὕνεκα. 

2 ΤΙ & 8. are in error when they deny the existence of οὕνεκεν as a pre- 
position. 

° és is Ionic, Attic, and Doric, according to Greg. Kor. ὃ 13, but εἴσω is 
Ionic according to Joh. Gram. 241. 
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345 8.0.1), Mylasa 248 B 5 (361 B.c.), Teos, Μη. XVI 
2928, 12 19) but |εἸἰστρέϊ peli, 1. ὁ (perhaps before 350 B.c., but 
referred to the early Hellenistic period by its editor). The other 
example of El=spurious « in this document is Elva, a word 
which was so written at an early date (§ 224, 10). Less certain 
is the transcription of ES in Keos 47,, (about 400 8. c.), because 
of depEv and the Attic ἐνοικοῦντα and Ποιασσίων. While the 
document has μΗ Ξε μή, the fact that it still preserves two cases 
of E=pan-Hellenic ἡ (§ 166), may justify the form és2. Another 
doubtful transcription 15 the EX of Zeleia 1135,, 245 56» 55 (after 
334 B.C.), because the adulterine εἰ is represented by E as well as 
Ef. We find εἰς (ΕἸΣ) in Thasos, J. H. 5. VIII 401, 16 (an 
inscription referring to the oligarchy of 411 8.c.), Iasos Bechtel 
105j9 (about the end of the fourth century), Oropos 18,, 155 20» 93 
(44 2402-508 498775377 ΠΟ Erythrai) 2014 ,! τ τ 1994 9kon 
(400-350 B.C.), Samos 22117, 10» 919 36 (after 322 B.c.), Priene 144, 
(εἰς στήλην), 5 (about 350 B.c.), Ephesos 147 45 8» 195 13 149 19 (about 
300 B.C.), ‘Teos 1585, 10» 93 (very late), Chios, in Paspates’ Chian 
Glossary, 9.» 9» 19: 

From the foregoing it appears that ES disappears after 
350 B.C., and that EIS, which is occasionally found before that 
date ὅ, supplants the spelling with E. The transcription of ES 
in the oldest inscriptions by és is supported by the 7’s of Chios 
174 A 2 (cf. μὴ 'λάσσονες Chios 174 B 24), though ἢ ᾽ς in Frags 
86 should warn against attaching undue importance to cases of 
aphaeresis. Aristophanes usually has εἰς. No difference in the 
treatment of the two forms is noticeable in respect of their 
occurrence before vowels or consonants, 

As regards the date of the occurrence of EIS in the inscriptions, 
we may observe that the earliest cases do not occur on the Ionic 
mainland. The two instances of EIS that deserve notice are those 
in Oropos and Thasos. In all the others Attic influence cannot 
be gainsaid. Since the Oropian document has EI throughout, it 
is more probable that the later (387-377 B.c.), and not the earlier 
date (411-402, B.c.), is correct. The same inscription contains 
several spellings that recall those that came into vogue in Attika 


1 ἘΣ in an Aiolic inscription, C. D. I. 215,4 (about 150 B.C.), in honour of 
Erythrai, may possibly be Ionic, because of the Aiolic ΕἸΣ in lines 15, 21, 48. 
But és occurs in Aiolic Pordoselena as early as 319-317 B.c., where it is 
probably Hellenistic. It should be noted that εἰς in Aiolic has a genuine, 
lonic-Attic εἰς a spurious, diphthong. 

2 In the contemporary inscription from Oropos (no. 18) we have ΕἸΣ. 

3 The Thasian EIS is the only certain case of this writing before 400 8. Ο. 
either in Ionic or Attic. Though this spelling is unusually early, it must not 
be forgotten that we find EINAI in Bechtel 71,, ,, an inscription which cannot 
be placed much later than the fourth century, because of ΟΦΕΙΛΕΝ, and that 
in the Thasian inscription containing εἰς, the hybrid εἰ is everywhere repre- 
sented by EI; cf. also (δ) ήμΟΥ 1. 21, ΚλεοδήμΟΥ 23. 


΄ 
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about 380 8.0. The Thasian decree is noteworthy because of 
EIQ>=€os, 1. 12, and other fourth century spellings. The glide 
iota (δ 220) does not appear on any Attic? or Ionic inscription 
before 400 8.6. 

The construction θεῖναι és (ἱερόν) occurs in Zeleia 113,,, 
Erythrai 202,,, 203). παρανομέω és occurs in Hdt. VIL 238, 
Mylasa 248 B 5. 

2, Lyric Poetry: A. és in the thesis before vowels occurs as 
follows. (1) Iambographs: Hrd. 2.5» Phoinix 250, Aischrion I; 
(2) elegists: Archil. 5, 9,, Mimnerm. 5,, 129, Tyrt. 1157» Simon. 
Keos 174,, Solon 27,, (Clemens), Theog. 58, 127, 386, 426, 
630, 780, 858, 863, &e. (sixteen times in all); (3) melic: 
Anakr. 20,, 251, 34, 433, Simon. Keos 58,. ΒΒ. Before 
consonants, when the metre permits either form, we find és 
as follows. (1) Iambographs: Archil. 52 (tetram.), Simon. 
Amorg. 71059 τος Hipponax 6, 20,, 66, Herodas 1,5, 259, 37g, &¢. 
(in all twenty-two times); (2) elegists : Mimnerm. gg, 'Tyrt. 11,5, 
Theog. 12, 16, 136 &e. (in all twenty-four times in Bergk’s 
text®); (3) melic: Anakr. ᾿ς, 19,. C. Before vowels and in 
the arsis we find εἰς as follows. (1) Iambographs: Archil. 74, 
(tetram.), 78,, ς (tetram.), Hrd. 1,5» 7;;, Solon 36,,; (2) elegists: 
Mimnerm. 2,,, 12,, Xenophanes 3.,,, Tyrt. 10,, (vudgo), 1298, 
Solon 27,0» Theognis 162, 194, 244, &c. (thirteen times in all, in- 
cluding εἴσω 917, 1001)*. D. Before vowels and in the thesis 
there is one instance: 'l'yrt. 12,,, where we read εἰς ἄκρον ἱκέσθαι. 
Cf. Hesiod W. D. 291 εἰς ἄκρον ἵκηται and εἰς ἄκρον Hipponax 48 
(see under E). ἘΠ. Before consonants, when the metre permits 
either form, we find εἰς as follows: (1) Iambographs: Hipponax 
46,, 48 εἰς ἄκρον at the beginning of the choliambus, Herodas 
Tors Ὁ Son 444s ban (Cle €S baa), Faas (755. UCU ΠΡ ἢ 
Solon 36,, Phomix J,,,,;; (2) elegists: Tyrt. 11,, 10» Solon 3,, 
415» 93, Lheog. 311, 372, 1359 im Bergk’s text. See the footnote 
to B (above) for the v. /. εἰς before consonants. 

From the foregoing it is evident that the iambographers and 
elegists of Ionic birth used both és and εἰς, but that the latter is 
employed only before a vowel, and in the arsis. The use of εἰς 
in thesis seems foreign to pure Ionic lyric. és is to be adopted 
before consonants, and before vowels when either a short or 
a long syllable is possible. Hipponax 46,, 48, as well as the 
seven passages in Herodas, are to be freed from the Attic εἰς. 


1 Νηλείως, Ἔφημ. apx. 1884, 161-162 (418 B.c.) is a blunder. Λαμπτρείως, 
C. I. A. IV B 491, 35, ὃ 1, is regarded by Kirchhoff as dating from the fifth 
century. This is, we think, doubtful. 

2 The variant εἰς occurs in 1 04, 563, 588 (well supported), 60 
a 75) 404, 563, 588 ( pported), 607, 755, 

8 To be noted are the cases of és in one or more MSS.: 566 (but οἶκον 
follows), 726, 1054. 
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Solon used εἰς except when és was called for in thesis. Theognis 
used és or εἰς before vowels as the metre required, and seems to 
have almost excluded eis before consonants. 


Homer has both és and εἰς, the former more frequently than the latter 
according to the received text, and usually before consonants; εἴσω in Homer 
is almost eight times more common than ἔσω. Fick’s attempt (Ilias 537 ff.) 
to exclude the Ionic és from the Homeric epos is a failure. His allegiance to 
an Aiolic εἰς is purchased at the price of emending many passages in the (se 
judice) older books, and by regarding the unassailable cases of és as substitutes 
for an (original) Kyprian iy. Wecklein Curae epigraph. 59 concludes that 
Homer and the other epic poets have εἰς in passages metrically authoritative 


3. Prose authors: Herodotos adopts és, though εἰς occurs 
frequently as a variant (εἰσάγεται III 70 im all MSS.), and 
likewise ἔσω (εἴσω A BCd VI 36). és and ἔσω are also Hippo- 
kratic according to Littré, I 494, who shows that εἰς, εἴσω are 
far less frequent. ἐς is found in II 92, 130, 156, 252, III 134, 
298, V 598, 600, and often where the vulgate has εἰς, e.g. II 68, 
470, 76,128, 2343; cf. also Il 282, III 96, 140, Littré reads 
ἔσωθεν III 84, εἴσωθεν V 606. The oldest MS. (6) pronounces 
in favour of és, e.g. VI 366; but all MSS. have εἰς in V 662. 
Pherekydes of Leros 33 2 has és, Jon τ εἰς. In Lukian’s /2ta 
auct. we have twenty-four cases of és to two of eis, in the 
Syr. dea A has twelve cases of εἰς, the remaining MSS. 134 of 
és; in Arrian’s Indike there are 232 occurrences of és, nine of 
εἰς, and three places where the MSS. vary; Eusebios has és 
three times; Eusebios Myndios sixteen cases of és, and but two 
of ἐς ; Abydenos three cases of eis. Philip of Pergamum (B.C. H. 
II 273) has és. In the Ionic letters we have és at least 76 
times, εἰς 18 times. In the Vita Homeri the proportion is 50 to 
20. Aretaios adopts és. 


1. The form és is the result of a displacement of ἐνς (=éev+s as ἐξ -ξ ἐκ +s) 
when followed (in primitive Greek) by a consonant ; whereas εἰς arose from 
ἐνς before a yowel!. Later on either form was used before vowels or con- 
sonants. If Attic adopted λόγους <*Adyovs before vowels, and abandoned 
λόγος < *Adyovs before consonants, it may be asked why εἰς is not the only form 
of the preposition. Because the preposition, as a proclitic, could not attain 
the same fixity of form as the accusative, which may stand in a free position. 
eis cannot exist in absolute ‘pause.’ See Brugmann Grundr, 1 485 ff. It is 
incautious to say, with Rutherford New Phrynichus p. 432, that és is the older, 
εἰς the younger, Attic form. All we know is that ἘΣ is written in the fifth, 
ἘΠῚ in the fourth century. The difference, as will be stated in note 2, may 
be one of spelling, not of pronunciation. The supposed rule that és appears 
before consonants, εἰς before vowels, is not borne out by the inscriptions. 
εἴσω, from *éyow, is an analogue of ἔξω, and not from *éytiw (Bezzenberger 
in B. B. 1X 334). ἔσω was formed from és. 


1 Cf, Brugmann Berichte d. séichs. Gesell. 1883, pp. 181 ff. The Gortyna code 
has és before consonants, évs before vowels. 


΄- 
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2. els, és in Attic. Solon seems to prefer εἰς to és even before consonants, 
adopting the latter form only when he needs a short syllable. In tragedy eis 
is more frequent than és before vowels, but before consonants we find it 
impossible to formulate any rule (see Dindorf’s and Ellendt’s Lexicons), E> 
was written, and no one but the dramatist himself can tell us whether he 
meant εἰς or és. That the form of popular speech was in general εἰς may be 
inferred from two facts: (1) that Aristophanes avoids és except in para- 
tragedic passages and when he adopts the form with aphaeresis (s before 
vowels or consonants), and (2) that the inscriptions, which uniformly have 
ES in the fifth century, adopt EIS as soon as the new orthography has an 
opportunity to display the pronunciation. In fact by 350 B.c. ἘΣ was 
practically an obsolete spelling. Meisterhans (note 1459 a) argues from 
the spelling in the Ionic and Attic inscriptions that eis is the only form 
proper to Ionic and Attic prose; and even asserts that, from the point of 
view of morphology, és can be only a Doric form. Kaibel’s Epigram 26 is no 
doubt a Doricizing inscription (és in 1. 6, but εἰς 1. 9) of the fourth century, 
but C. I. A. IV 477 C 2, of the sixth century, contains an indisputable case 
of és, which Meisterhans cannot explain away. And, apart from the és of 
tragedy, it is impossible that és in late Aiolic inscriptions should be any- 
thing but an Hellenistic form’. Furthermore, the existence of és in Attic is 
guaranteed by σκορακίζειν < és κόρακας, and rendered probable by the phrase 
és μακαρίαν. It is stated by many scholars that Thukydides used és only*. 
Heretofore, we believe, this form has been regarded simply as one of two 
forms current in the fifth century. Admitting Thukydides’ exclusion of εἰς, 
another explanation presents itself of the contrast between his diction and 
that of Aristophanes. In discussions upon the Attic εἰς, és it has been over- 
looked that in the exclusive adoption of és, nascent Attic prose may have 
followed the same literary convention that has introduced, through tragedy, 
forms unfamiliar to the ordinary language of the fifth century. 


κατά, From the scant occurrence of the apocope of κατά in the 
poetry representing popular speech, it may be inferred that the 
ordinary dialect used only the full form. The only example in 
point 15 κατθανοῦσι Archil. 64, which is trochaic tetrameter (cf. 
ἢ 52). Here καταθαν- is possible (cf. 66,). Anakr. 80 has Kad 
δέ, but the fragment contains μέσσην which is not a prose form 


(cf. ὃ 373). In the elegy, where Homeric? forms are reproduced, 
we find κάλλιπον Archil. 6,, and κακκείμενος Tyrt. 1149 (κατακει- 


has MS. support). 


* Perhaps derived, like so many other Hellenistic forms, from Ionic. 

* Thukydides wrote EX invariably. If the és of the MSS. is correct, their 
archetype may be derived either (1) from a MS. in the older orthography, or 
(2) from an unknown source which was informed of the historian’s distaste to 
eis. Plato doubtless used EIS after he grew to manhood, and his MSS. have 
the form εἰς almost invariably. To Isokrates and Demosthenes ES must 
have seemed an old-fashioned spelling; and their MSS. have εἰς. The 
genuineness of the MS. orthography is, however, doubtful in the case of the 
tragic poets, if we suppose the archetype was made from a pre-Eukleideian 
text. The constant variation between eis and és before consonants looks more 
like an arbitrary variation than the reproduction of an official state text 
dating between 400 and 350 8. Ο.Ψ 

* Joh. Gram. 241 B cites κάππεσον as Ionic, Bekk. Anecd. 7193 κάτθεσαν. 
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μέσφι Aret. 167, 297 prep. with the genitive, also used by 
Aret. as a conjunction (342). 

μετά is frequent in the inscriptions, e.g. Mylasa 248 C 12 (ef. 
σὺν τῶι Διί]. 6), Erythr, 204,,, Teos 1.580 (late). 

μέχρι., Oropos 183, 10» 1.» Chios 174 A 5 (ἄχρι A 4), Keos 431, 
(μ. ἐπί) before vowels and consonants, Hdt. e.g. III 5 (local), 10 
(temporal), and as a conjunction IV 119 (without ἄν). μέχρι 
οὗ 1181, Il 19 &e., is the only case, beside οὕνεκα, in which 
a preposition - ἃ dependent relative is used as a preposition. Cf. 
μέχρι and μέχρι οὗ in Thukydides as conjunctions.” Hdt. has 
μέχρι and no case in all the MSS. of μέχρις, whereas Homer has 
both. Hrd. uses μέχρι as a preposition in 8,, μέχρις of in 245, 
and both forms as conjunctions in 7,, 8,, ..  Theognis has μέχρι 
1299, Kallinos μέχρις 1, (prep.). In reference to the statement 
of Meisterhans (p. 209, cf. Schmidt Neutra Ὁ. 349) that in 
Attic ἄχρι ἄν (μέχρι ἄν) occurs only in poetry, it may be said 
that we find μέχρις ἂν ἥλιος δύῃ (=pexpe ἡλίου δυομένου C. 1. A. 
IV 2 Α 4)1ὰ Ὁ. 1. G. 2360,,, an inscription from Keos entirely 
Attic in form. Inscriptions from Attika have only the form 
μέχρι (preposition), and this form occurs in the Keian document, 
220. 

παρά. The form with apocope! occurs in Παρμένων, name of 
a Thasian, Roberts 1.21. Cf. Styrian Παραμένων, Bechtel 19.7, xs. 
Cf. Πάρφορος, Παρμενίων, Περγένης, Περκλείδης and Baunack, 
Studia Nicolaitana p. 53. 

mapat. It is not clear whether παραί in Homer is Aiolic or 
Jonic. It is probably a form of both dialects. παραιβάτης (cf. 
Ψ 132) was possibly a cult word in Ionic. At least we find it in 
an Attic inscription C. I. A. I 5, (500-456 B.c.) dealing with 
religious matters. Such inscriptions are prone to take cult words 
from Ionic (cf. ξυνός C. I. A. I 2 C τό, according to Meisterhans). 
The Aischyleian παραιβασία is not sufticient to account for the 
presence of παραί in a prose inscription. 

πάρεξ is used before consonants in A 486, p 276, 443, € 168 
(where some modern editors read παρέκ), Hdt. 114 &c., Kyzikos 
108 B 4, an archaistic inscription of the first century B.c. Cf. 
due€. On the accent, § 125. 

πέριξ occurs in Hdt. with genitive and accusative. 

πετά, by-form of μετά and πεδά, is found in πέτευρον Oropos 
184. (ἢ 249). 

ποτί, if Ionic in Homer, has passed out of use in the later 
dialect. Cf. ὁ 368. 


σύν, not ξύν, is the Ionic form. Cf. § 380, to which may be 


1 πάρθεσαν is Ionic: Bekk. Anecd. 7193. 
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added that Herodas has σύν invariably (nine times). ξύν in 
Archil. 86,, Solon 19, and Theog. 1063 [Mimnerm.] is not an 
Tonism. In Solon ξύν may be Old Attic. In inscriptions we 
find only σύν, e.g. Chios 174 A 6, Halikarn. 238,, ,,, Oropos 
18,,, Mylasa 248 C 6 (σὺν τῶι Διί, cf. wera Mavira 1. 12), 
Olbia 129,>. 

Ηυπύ, for ὑπό, occurring twice on an inscription from Kyme, 
Bechtel 3 A= Roberts 1 177 A, shows that, of the Ionians, the 
Chalkidians at least held fast to the I.E. pronunciation of ἡ. ΟΥ̓. 
also the use of oppa before v on. Chalkidian vases (Qvovos, 
λήφυθος) and the modern names Kumi=Kvyn, Stura= Στύρα, 
in the old home of the Chalkidians. It was from the Chalkidians 
of Kyme that the Italicans derived their V (Y). See Blass 
Ausspr.® 38. The proximity of Boiotia is no cause for refusing 
to credit the Chalkidians with the retention of the ancient 
pronunciation of v. 


χάριν does not occur in the lyric poets, except in Simon. Amore. 
71m: In Hdt. V 99 we find a strained use of χάριν with the 
article (ot οὐ τὴν ᾿Αθηναίων χάριν ἐστρατεύοντο), a usage rare even 
with the pronoun (cf. τὴν σὴν χάριν in Sophokles). We have met 
with χάριν on no prose inscription that contains a vestige of the 
Ionic dialect. No. 261 is metrical. Its prose use in Attic is 
confined to the period of the empire. In Sterrett’s collections of 
inscriptions from Asia Minor, χάριν is a favourite word in the 
language of memorialists. ὑπὲρ τοῦ ὑοῦ Στρατονείκου χάριν, 
Paros 67 (very late), is a step towards the common use of χάριν 
in the latest period. Other impure prepositions are δίκην Simon. 
Amorg. 12 and μοῖραν 7454. 
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the conduct of the final and other conjunctions. Such as it is, 
the evidence has been adduced below. 

ἀγχοῦ Hom., Hdt., not used in Attie prose, which employs 
ἐγγύς. On ἄγχιστα, see Rutherford Phrynichus Ὁ. 21. 

ἀδηνέως Chios 174 B 12 (κηρυσσόντων καὶ διὰ τῆς πόλεως ἀδηνέως 
γεγωνέοντες) which Roehl regards as=ddnv (quantum opus erit). 
Cf. καί μοι τοῦτο ἐξαγγέλλεται σαφηνέως, Hdt. 1140. Haussoullier, 
B.C. I. 111 23, refers to Hesychios’ ἀδηνέως" ἀδόλως, ἁπλῶς, χωρὶς 
βουλῆς which gives a preferable sense. He might have added 
Bekk. Anecd. I 341, where the word is glossed by ἁπλῶς καὶ 


ἀταλαιπώρως, κατὰ στέρησιν τῶν δηνέων καὶ μεριμνῶν. Hesychios 
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has also ἀδηνής" ἄκακος and ἀδηνείη" ἀπειρία. His ἀδηνέως is as- 
cribed to Hippokrates by M. Schmidt. ἀδηνής, the conjecture of 
Valckenaer in Sim. Amorg. 7;,, is inferior to Bergk’s ἀληνής. 
L. & S. derivation of ἀδηνής from δήω is incorrect. 

On ἀεί, αἰεί, see § 209, to which may be added that Hrd. 5, has 
del, 6,9 [alie/, the latter of which forms is Ionic. On ἀΐδιον, see 
§ 275. 

ἁλίας (vulyo ἀλίας)--- ἅλις, Hipponax 101. ἅλιας (sic) is read 
by Dindorf in Jon 723 (chorus). For the ending, cf. ἀτρέμας, 
ἠρέμας, &e. Hdt. uses ἅλις (IX 27). 

ἄλλῃ Zeleia 11355, Teos 158,,, Hdt. I 46, &e. 

ἀμβολάδην Hom., Hdt. IV 181 (cf. ὃ 715). 


ἀμισθί, Archil. 41 and in a late inscription from Teos (Dittenb. 
Syll. 126,), does not owe its ὕ to a reduction of εἰ or i, but to 
analogy, a principle that will explain the apparent cases of 1 
from εἰ in the paper 4. J. P. VI 419 ff. 

ἄν is the conditional particle in the Jonic inscriptions and 
literature free from Homeric influence. Mullach (Va/garsprache 
Ῥ. 89) asserts that xe is actually in use in the modern Chian 
dialect. As this assertion, if true, might be tortured into 
evidence for the Ionic character of κε, it may be stated that 
Mullach is in error}. A genuine instance of the retention of 
an Homerie word by the Chians of the fifth century B.c. is 
γεγωνέοντες (174 B 13). The omission of ἄν in ὅσοι ἔωσιν, 
Teos, Mitth. XVI 292, 4 may be noted because of its rarity. 

ἀνακῶς carefully, Hdt. I 24, VIII 109, Hippokr. VIII 614, 
also in Thuk. VIII 102, and Plato, the comic poet (II 687 
Meineke). The word is called Doric by Erotian, p. 66. Stein, 
Abicht, and L. & 5. refer it to ἄναξ, ἀνακός ; an etymology 
which is not to be supported by the ad hoe definition βασιλικῶς 
in Suidas and Bekk. Anecd. I 391. The word is obscure despite 
the attempt of Baunack in his Studien I 256 to connect it with 
ἀσκέω. 

ἀπαντίον Hdt. VII 34 (ἐναντία VI 32); cf. καταντίον VI 103. 

dpa, see under ἦρα. 

ἀσπονδεί Erythr. 202,, 203;, Iasos in J. H. 8. IX 341, 342, and 
to be restored in Amorgos in Mitth. XI 106, 10 (late). 

ἄστραβδα Hrd. 3,, (the papyrus ἄστράβδ᾽). In the dispute 
whether the word was oxytone or proparoxytone, Apollonios and 
Herodian decided in favour of the latter. 

ἀσυλεί Erythr. 202,, 203, 5, [8805 in J. H. δ. IX 341, 342, 
Pantikapaion in Latyschev If 1,, Amorgos in ἡ]. XI 106, 


1 For this information I am indebted to the kindness of G. N. Hatzidakis, 


606 THE IONIC DIALECT. [716. 


το (late). On this word and on ἀσπονδεί, see A. J. Ps VIKA; 
where it is shown that the spelling with -e is correct, and that 
-ἰ is itacistic. Hdt. has πανδημεί. 

ἀτάρ Hdt., Hippokr. e.g. IL 650. ἀτὰρ ἠδέ is peculiar to 
Aretaios (133, 139, 140, 303). 

αὖτις, see § 355. Hat. has μεταῦτις I 62 which is unknown to 
Attic prose. 

ἄχρι, see § 715. 

βύζην confertim (with ¢ from od), Hippokr. VIII 28 and 
Thukydides. 

δεῦτε Hrd. 4,,, Homeric, rare in tragedy. 

Snpooin. Mylasa 248 B is (-m C 15, cf. ὃ 240). Attic 
δημοσίαι is found in 261. 

δηῦτε, § 320. 

-Sov. Adverbs in -dov are frequent in Hdt. (διακριδόν, ἔνδον, 
ἡβηδόν, κρεουργηδόν, κτηνηδόν, ὀρχηδόν, περισταδόν). 

ἐάν, see under ἤν. 

ἐθελοντήν Hdt. I 5, VI 25 (in Ἠαΐ. only). 

εἶτεν is Ionic according to Ailios Dionysios apud Hust. 11583), 
and as such used by Herodotos. But Herodotos uses neither 
εἶτεν nor εἶτα, the latter of which forms is not Homeric or 
Pindaric, but occurs in Hippokr. III 240, Aretaios 56, 57, 81. 
In Skymnos Deseript. orbis εἶτεν is used both before vowels (468, 
802) and before consonants (330, 502, 597, 643, 676), sometimes 
when the other form was metrically possible. εἶτα occurs in 
275, 590, 879. Dionysios, son of Kalliphon, makes frequent 
use of εἶτεν and efra. That the former form was a favourite in 
the Κοινή appears from the injunction of Phrynichos (p. 204 
Ruth.): εἶτεν καὶ ἔπειτεν ἐσχάτως βάρβαρα. See under ἔπειτεν. 

ἔμπλην except, Archil. 111. The inscriptions have πλήν, 6. 7. 
Erythr. 204,. 

ἐνδόσε Keos 42,4; ἃ new word. 

ἐνθαῦτα, ἐνθεῦτεν, § 356; ἐντοῦθα, ὃ 256. 

ἐνιαχήῇ Hdt. I 199, ποῦ -χῆ as L. ᾧ S. 

ἐξαπίνης Hdt. I 74, ἐξαίφνης IX 45, the latter from -αφνι-; οἵ, 
ἄφνω in Hesychios. 

ἐπειδάν makes its appearance once in Homer (N 285), where 
the recent editors adopt various conjectures to displace the later 
form. In Ionic inscriptions it occurs in Oropos 183, Zeleia 
113.4 (after 334 B.c.), and in Erythr. 204, (before 345-344 B.c.), 
documents containing traces of Attic influence. Attic inscrip- 
tions of the fourth, as well as the fifth, century show ἐπειδάν. In 
Hdt. we find the form in all MSS. in VIII 144 (ἐπειδὰν τάχιστα), 
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where it is rejected by Abicht, Holder, and Kallenberg. The 
phrase was used by Xenophon dzadb. III 1, 9 (οἴ. ἐπειδὰν 
θᾶττον Protag. 325 C). In I 193 (ἐπειδὰν A) and IV 61 (Cd), 
Stein adopts ἐπειδάν, but rejects it III 21 (C Pz), 117(C), IV 22, 
(ἢ 2). Hippokr. employs it II 12, 34, 78 (ἐπειδ᾽ dv, treated as 
ὅτ᾽ ἄν), IIL 238, 258, &c., Arrian 10,, 30, In tragedy the 
word is rare and does not often occur in positions to show 
the quantity of the final syllable. But in Septem 734 (ch.), 
we scan ὦ — vu (Verrall ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἄν), and so in Rhesos 469 (trim.). 
The short ultima is surprising in view of dav, Sophokles’ Hehtra, 
314 (L). Cf. the MS. ἐπειδ᾽ ἄν in Hippokr. 

ἔπειτα Keos 43,,, Miletos, Dittenb. Sy//. 391,.1, Archil. 56,, 
Tyrt. 4;, Theog. 735, 742, 747, 869, Herodotos over ninety 
times, Hippokr. II 12, 78, III 254, 310, IV 204 (-rev Dietz), VI 
140, IX 350 and very often, Aretaios 42, 51, Syr. dea 20. New 
Tonic has also the Homeric μετέπειτα, which is not Attic before 
Aristotle. ἔπειτε Miletos, Dittenb. Sy//. 391,, of the fourth 
century (εἰς τὸν ἔπειτε χρόνον, Whereas in 1. 12 we read εἰς τὸν 
ἔπειτα χρόνον), ἴῃ Hdt. only asa v.2., e.g. IL 52 (A BC), VI 83 
(ἐπεί τε FR), οἵ (ἐπείτε A Bd, ἐπεί τέ C), IX οὗ (ἐπεί τε LF). 
ἔπειτεν is explicitly stated to be Ionic and Herodoteian by 
Ailios Dionysios in Eust. 11583). Theognostos (An. Ox, II 
161,,) does not refer the form to any dialect. The statement of 
Ailios, who is generally trustworthy, is, however, vitiated (1) by 
the fact that, in all the occurrences (about 100) of the adverb 
in Hdt., there is no MS. authority whatever for ἔπειτεν, and 
(2) by the avoidance on the part of Hdt. of εἶτεν, a word which 
Ailios says was used (in this form) by the historian. 

Tf Ailios’ statement has any foundation, he must have read 
ἔπειτεν where the MSS. have ἔπειτα or ἐπεί re (cf. I 146, 11 52, 
ΙΧ 84, 98). Ailios might have been misled by the occurrence 
of ἔπειτεν in the Kowy into regarding it, like so many other 
Κοινή forms, as Ionic ; and εἶτεν was then rashly included because 
of ἔπειτεν ὁ. See under εἶτεν. 


ἔπειτεν appears before the Kow in Pindar Pyth. TV 211, Nem. 111 54, Isthm. 
VII (VI) 20 and perhaps Nem. III 49, Aristophanes Acharn. 745 in the mouth 
of a Megarian. In later poetry it occurs in Skymnos Descript. orbis 569, and 
perhaps in 947 where ἔπειτα δ᾽ is foreign to the author’s style, though ἔπειτα 
occurs, 6.0. 461, 661, 709; in Dionysios, the son of Kalliphon, 116 (ἔπειτα 3 
times), and in Machon apud Athen. 581 F (by Porson’s certain emendation). 


1 Rhegion 5, should not be regarded as certainly Ionic. 

2 In his paper on the adverbs in -rey, Usener (Jahrbiicher, 1878, p. 62) 
thinks that ἔπειτεν is to be sought in the reading ἐπεί τε. It should be noted, 
however, that when the copyists misunderstand the forms in -rey, they 
divide thus: ἔπειτ᾽ ἐν Pind. Isthm, VII (V1) 20, Pyth. IV 211, εἴτ᾽ ἐν, &e. 
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That the form was frequent in the Κοινή is evident from Phrynichos, quoted 
above under εἶτεν. δ 

Of all the certissima vestigia of ἔπειτεν (Dindorf Praef. XXXVI) in the MSS., 
not one is certain. Rather all speak for rere. Dindorf, Stein, Abicht, and 
Holder adopt Reiz’s ἔπειτεν in I 146, where the MSS. have ἐπείτε. Whenever 
the form ἔπειτα is not supported by all the MSS., the only variant found is 
ἔπειτε (ἐπείτε, or possibly ἐπεί re even when the adverb is called for). ἔπειτε, 
as well as ἔπειτα, is certainly Ionic, because attested in the inscriptions. To 
be distinguished from ἔπειτε -- ἔπειτα is ἐπείτε" -- ἐπεί τε in VIII 22, IX 84, 93 
bis (in one case the MSS. have ἔπειτα). A single occurrence of ἔπειτεν in the 
MSS. of Ionic prose is ἔπιτεν (sic 6) in Hippokr. VII 332. 


ἐπεξῆς Ephesos 148,,, Hdt. II 77, V 18, &c. 

ἐπήν, see under ἤν. 

ἐσάπαξ Hdt. VI 125, Hippokr. VIII 28. | 

ἔστε (preposition and conjunction) is used by Theog. 959 (cf. 
v.l. 394), Hdt. VII 141, 158,171, VIII 4, 142, Hippokr. IT 138, 
IV 220, Arrian 20,, (ἔστε ἐπί), Aret. 52, 86, Syr. dea 12. 
Whether Eleian éora stands for ἔστε or represents an original 
form with -ra, as Kretan péora, is uncertain. The nearest 
analogue in other dialects is ἔντε, occurring in Lokrian, Delphic, 
and Boiotian (ἔττε). This ἔντε may, however, be due to form- 
association and therefore a combination of ἐν -" τε, or it may be 
the equivalent of Gothic wad < uté, which has the same meaning 
as the Greek conjunction “, 


In Archil. 14 we meet with the peculiar form ἔσκε, whose -xe, if correct, 
cannot be the equivalent of the Homeric κε, because of ἔστε κε in Theokr. V 
22, VI 32. So far as we are aware, ἔσκε occurs in only one other passage: 
Anthol. VII 727, ἔσκε θάνῃ. Both passages should probably be corrected to 
ἔστε, unless the analogy of Thessal. xis, ris, quis, and καί, Te, que is sufficient 
to prove the genuineness of the -κε form. ἔστε is not from ἔνς re because of 
Eleian éora, that dialect using ἐν, not és, with the accusative. The congeners 
of ἔστε are Skt. ciccha, Slav. este, Lat. usque’. 


εὖτε (Hom.) Hdt. II 63, VI 27, VII 209, Syr. dea 25, 36, 55; 
Aret. 62, 89 (εὖτε ὅταν). 


ἕως οὗ Hdt. Il 143, where many editors adopt Struve’s és 6 
(§ 569). ἕως οὗ might be defended by the analogy of μεχρὶ οὗ 4 


1 Greg. Kor. § 26. 

2 Cf. Solmsen, K. Z. XXIX 333. 

8 Cf. Burda in Kuhn-Schleicher’s Beitriége VI 89 ff., Bloomfield 4. J. P. VI 
41, Wheeler Nominalaccent 22, and also Zubaty K. Z. ΧΧΧΤ 12, cf. 61. The 
last-named scholar would connect ἔσχατος, on the etymology of which gee 
Wackernagel K. Z. XXXII 40. The etymology in the text disposes of Meister- 
hans’ objection (note 1682) to the Attic character of the word. Et. Mag. 382, 
refers ἔστε to the Dorians. 

4 Meister Zum eleischen, arkadischen, und kyprischen Dialekte Ὁ. 42, would 
retain és οὗ in Hdt. I 67, 98, III 31 &., where és ὅ is adopted, and finds here 
a genitive of limit. See his Dialekte IL 298 ff. 
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and οὕνεκα. ἕως with the genitive occurs in a decree in De 
corona 108 and in Aristotle. Cf. ἔστε with the genitive in late 
Greek, ἕως as a conjunction occurs in Hdt. IIL 134 (ef. v.72. 
I 86, 94, II τόρ, all MSS. VIII 74) and often in Hippokr. e.9. 
II 22 (subj.), 66 dis and IV 222 (ἄν with subj.). 

ἠδέ in late prose, Aretaios 337, also after ἀτάρ (303). 

hpos, See under ὁτῆμος. 

ἤν (ἐπήν), ἐάν (ἐπεάν), av. 1. Inscriptions. ἤν occurs as 
follows: Amphip. 10,, ys, Thasos 71,4, τ Miletos 100,, 9, 5 a 3 
Zeleia 113;¢ (εἰάν 1. 20, 39), Ephesos 1451» 9,1) s, Teos 158, (a very 
late document with ἐάν, 1. 2, 31), Chios 174 A 9, τό, 20, B 16, 
B, P. W. 1889, p. 1194, Halikarn. 238,,, 55» 37, lasos in Greek 
Inscript. in the Brit, Mus. 111 τ, no. 440, 1. 6, 7 (εἰάν 1. 2, 3). 
κἄν Ephesos 1453, 4, Chios 174 C 5 stands for καὶ ἤν (by 
crasis through contraction, not elision, as xjv in Herodas and 
Hippokrates). In an epigram, Kaibel 1106 IV, where the 
original has κἄν, the Anthol. Pal. IX 75 has κῆν. 


ἐπήν is found in Keos 43,,, Chios 174 C Jo. ἐπεάν, which is 
preferred to ἐπήν in Hdt., does not occur in the Ionic inscriptions. 


᾿ ἐάν appears in Olynthos 8 B 17 and thence to be supplied in 
8 A 5, B τά (between 389 and 383 B.c.). This inscription is 
almost entirely free from Atticisms (ἀμφοτέροις, μιᾶς). Further- 
more in Teos 158,, 51 (first century B.c.), Erythr. 204,, (not much 
before 345-344 B.C.), in a West-Ionic document (no. 220, found 
south of Eretria) which is almost entirely Attic, and in a Chian 
inscription in Paspates’ Chian Glossary (910). εἰάν appears in 
Zeleia 11359539 (Shortly after 334 B.c.), with ἤν in 1. 18, in Teos, 
Mitth, XVI, 292, 19, an inscription perhaps as old as 350 B.C., 
and in Iasos, Greek Inscript. in the Brit. Mus. 111 τι no. 440, 1. 2, 3. 
CE. § 220. 

ἂν occurs in Oropos 185, 39534319 (between 411-402 or, more 
probably, 387-377 8. 0.), Keos 47, (about same date as Oropos 
18; both inscriptions contain traces of Atticism), Paros in Ross’s 
Inser. ined. 148, Thasos 72,5, 1, (300-250 B.c.), in an Asiatic 
Ionic inscription (263,) found in Lykia and probably of the 
fourth century, and in a Chian inscription in Paspates’ Chian 
Glossary (9,)- 

Both εἰάν and ἄν are Atticisms, and there is no inscriptional 
evidence that does not admit of ἐάν being likewise regarded as Attic. 


With the above we may compare the testimony of the Attic stone records. 
Before 400 8. σ. ἐάν is the invariable form with only two exceptions in favour 
of ἄν. In the fourth century we find, besides ἐάν, the forms εἰάν (between 
387-350), and ἄν twice, and in the third century ἐάν, and ἄν once. ἤν and ἐπήν 
are foreign to all Attic inscriptions. ἐπάν occurs first in the third century 
(265 B.C.). 

RY 


΄ 
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2. Lyrie poets. iv, the Homeric form, is found in Sim. 
Amorg. 715» 96» 699 91; Hipponax 43, 46, 496, Herodas (thirty 
times, with no case of ἐάν), Theognis 35, 109, 186, &c., Kritias 
of Chios. In crasis Hrd. uses only xiv (254) 310» &c-)- ἐπήν 
(Hom.) occurs in Theog. 299, Hrd. 246; 345; 501» Og» but ἐπεάν 
359» 4g» ὅ.4-. Homer has ἐπεὶ ἄν in Z 412 (cf. Eust.), 1 304, P 489, 


> / 


ἐπεί xe often. Cf. ἐπείτε ἄν Hdt. I 200. 

3. Prose writers. ἤν is the form adopted by Herodotos, Hip- 
pokrates, e.g. IL 18, III 194, 206 (ἤνπερ), V 660, VI 142 (9), 148, 
VII 174, Aretaios, 6... 50, 112, 258, 259, 288, Lukian Syr. dea 47, 
Vit. auct, 6, epistle of Pherekydes (twice), epistle of Thales τ (twice), 
epistles of Hippokrates (three times). Noteworthy is the crasis 
xiv, Hippokr. II 48, III 192, Aret. 258, 259, 261, 293, 337 (κἄν 
60), because of κἄν in inscriptions. See above under τ. Attic 
ἐάν appears in Bywater’s Herakleitos 7, 113, Hippokr. I 78, ΠῚ 
236 (Littré and Ermerins), Lukian Syr. dea 52; ἄν τὰ Hippokr. 
III 232 (cf. ἤν 234), im A V 604,in BM N III 218. In the 
tractate περὶ κεφαλῆς τρωμάτων Littré edits ἤν, ἐάν, ἄν. 

ἐπήν is best supported in Hdt. in V 55 (all MSS. except P and 9), 
IV 134 (4 BCd), not so well in II 40(P). We find it rarely in 
Hippokr., e.g. IIL 248, VI 140, VII 474, VIII 306 (6), 320, 334, 
and in Aret. 42, 296, 303, 337. In the spurious letters of 
Hippokr. it occurs once, and also in the epistle of Pherekydes. 
ἐπεάν occurs almost fifty times in Hdt.t without a variant. 
Lukian has it in the Syr. dea 6, 29, 49, 51, 57, 60, Arrian 13,, 147» 
159) 169) 19) 257) 2911», Huseb. Mynd. 53, 63. ἐπάν, not ἐπεάν, 15 
used by Hippokrates according to Littré (I 483), and is often 
written ἐπ᾽ dv or ἐπἄν in the MSS. The Attic form was used by 
Aretaios in 288, &e. 


1. The position occupied by ἐπεάν in Hdt. and his imitators is peculiar 
from the fact that in all the other monuments of Ionic literature from Homer 
to Herodas (who has however three cases of ἐπεάν) and in all the inscriptions 
ἐπήν is the only form. (Hippokrates, we venture to believe, did not adopt 
ἐπάν, Which is a relatively late Attic production.) If ἐάν appeared in any 
Ionic document anterior to, or contemporaneous with, Hdt., or if any case of 
ἐάν in the inscriptions were certainly Ionic, the coexistence of ἐπεάν on the 
one hand, and of ἤν on the other, would present little difficulty. It would 
be simply the coexistence of an older and younger form which is common 
enough in Greek and other languages. Compare, for example, the use of 3iff 
and if (the latter after butt, alls) in the Ormulum (3if 111, 139, 145, if 603, 
3164) and of if and if in the General Prologue of the Canterbury Tales (3if 
144, if 148, of the Lansdowne MS.). As it is, the retention of the uncon- 
tracted form in ἐπεάν does not carry with it the existence of an open ἐάν. In 
a much used word such as ἐάν the tendency towards contraction would be 


1 Cited as Ionic from Hdt. by Greg. Kor. § 55. ἐπεάν is mentioned, but 
not as dialectal, by Apollon. Conjug. 215, Schn. 
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great (cf. § 444), though e+ ἃ rarely unite in Ionic. Weare tempted to regard 
ἐπεάν as due to μεταχαρακτηρισμός. 

2. In respect of ἐάν it should be noticed that the ordinary explanation 
(from εἰ + ἄν) fails to account for ἐάν in 0. K. 1407, Wasps 2881. If we adopt 
the explanation which sees in Attic ἐάν the union of ἢ 2: ἄν, ἐᾶν, in Ionic 
ἐπεάν, Was constructed after ἃ had ceased to pass into ἢ, or the Ionic form 
is ἐὰν derived from 7+ ἄν by shortening of the ἡ before a vowel (cf. Ionic 
Bacirdd, Attic βασιλέα). Τῇ ἐᾶν existed alongside of ἐᾶν in Attic or elsewhere, 
Wwe must, at any rate, adopt a different explanation in the case of each form. 

3. In the enormous preponderance of ἤν over ἐάν in Aristophanes (268: 69 
according to Sobolewski’s enumeration), it is difficult not to see a fact necessi- 
tating the assumption that ἤν is a form native to the ordinary speech of the 
Athenians (cf. ὃ 75). We can discern no principle making for a difference 
in Aristophanes between the two forms in respect of their use, e.g. a para- 
tragedic preference for ἤν, a legal preference for ἐάν in the Wasps (ἐάν g times, 
jv 37) or in the Lysistrata (11:29), or in the chronological order of the 
comedies. The proportion of ἐάν to ἤν in the Knights is 78 °/,, but in the 
Clouds only 9 °/,. Petri De enuntiatorwm condicionalium apud A. formis et usu 
p. 31 erred in thinking that there was a steady growth of ἤν. See Sobolewski 
Syntaxis Aristophaneae capita selecta p. 14. 

4. To § 75 may be added a statement in reference to the use of ἥν and ἐάν 
in Euripides. When the metre permits, the former is invariably employed. 
ἐάν occurs in Hel. 1071, El. 954, Herakleid. 256, 516, Ion 425, Kykl. 427, Med. 727, 
Troad. 713, Phoin. 757, Rhes. 143, frag. 294, In the above passages ἐάν is 
followed by a consonant. In J. A. 1193 for ἐὰν αὐτῶν, Hartung’s ἐὰν σφῶν is 
generally adopted. In Herakleid. 1020 Elmsley restored ἤν for ἄν, in Herakleid. 
263 Kirchhoff emended μηδὲν ἂν σὺ σωφρονῇς to σωφρονοῖς (Nauck read ἤν), in 
Suppl. 180 Sealiger read αὐτὸν ἅν for αὐτὸς ἂν τίκτῃ μέλη. For ἄν Dindorf read 
Hv in frag. 3791. κἄν with subjunctive also occurs, e.g. frag. 3453, 364... All 
the passages cited occur in dialogue parts. Cf. Johnson De conjunctivi et optativi 
usu Euripideo in enuntiatis finalibus et condicionalibus (1893) p. 48. 


ἦρα and dpa (ὃ 283)%. Archilochos is the first Greek author to 
make use of the asseverative dpa < ἣ dpa found Σ 429 (ἢ dp o 357). 
Hippokrates and Herodas are the only authors writing in Ionic 
who use ἦρα : thus placing Ionic in the position of being the only 
dialect having both forms. In Dorie and Aiolie we have ἦρα, in 
Attic 4 and the Κοινή, dpa. In Hrd. 4,, ἦρα is=dpa, in 5,, it 15 
the interrogative. Cf. the like use of ἡ as an asseverative and as 


1 See Dindorf ad loc., who proposes to delete ye in several passages, thus 
making ἐᾶν possible (Plutus 126, 481, Wasps 1231, and in the post-Aristophanie 
comic poets). Of. Bekk. Anecd. 9541. 4 ; 

2 4 if occurs in inscriptions from Krete and Kypros. It is perhaps identical 
wth ἢ, the interrogative in indirect questions, which appears in inscriptions 
from Herakleia, Dodona, and Astypalaia. 

3 Of. also scholiast on Dionys. Thrax in Bekk. Anecd. II 968,,, and Ahrens 
Kleine Schriften I 60. ᾿ 

* Attic has the epic ἢ ῥα followed by ἄρα in Persai 633, 637 (ch.). ἢ ῥα 
oceurs also in Aias 172, 954 (ch.). Cf. Pindar Pyth. XI 38, IV 57 affirmative, 
Isthm. VI (VII) 3, Pyth. IX 37 interrogative. With the last example, cf. 
Batrach. 174 (4 pa postponed). 

Rr2 
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an interrogative particle. In Hippokrates there exists considerable 
variation between the two forms of the interrogative. In the 
Tlpoppytixés I we have noted, after a rough count, in Littré’s 
text: apa two times, pd ye 10, ἦρα 4, ijpd ye 16; in the Kwaxal 
προγνώσεις : Gpa 13, Gpd ye 2, apa τι 1, ἦρα 4, ἦρά γε 9, ἦρά τι 3. 
In V 278 we find πότερον ἦρα... ἤ (cf. Pindar Pyth. 1X 37). 
The MSS. vary constantly. Hdt. has dpa, e.g. VII 17, ἄρα IV 64. 
Littré’s dpa V 554 is not to be defended. 


fot where Oropos 18,,, a new word, comparable to Homeric ἧχι 
A 607, &c. The evidence of the Oropian inscription should 
settle the question as to the orthography of the Homeric form 
in favour of Aristarchos’ ἦχι (against the MS. tradition, followed 
by Apollonios). Cf. Hdn. I 505,., where the Doric form is said 
to be dyu!, La Roche H. 7. K. 278, and Roscher, in Curtius’ 
Studien 111 143. We accentuate the locative *yxot on the 
analogy of ᾿Ερυθοῖ, πανταχοῖ, ἐνθαυθοῖ " (C. I. A. IV B 27 6 13, 
from 439 B.C.), rather than as a paroxytone, like οἴκοι. 

-0e(v). Local adverbs which have almost, if not entirely, lost 
the original whence idea, may, if not formed from substantives, 
lose their -ν in Homer*. In the inscriptions we find ὄπισθε 
(before a consonant) in Halikarn. 240,, (fifth century according 
to Dittenberger), Samos 220,, (346-345 B.c.), Erythrai 2014, 
(fourth century). Herodas 2,) has κάτωθε κἄνωθεν, Theognis 
and Tyrtaios πρόσθε and πρόσθεν, Sim. Keos 163 (eleg.) πρόσθε, 
37, (threnos) ὕπερθε vulgo, Tyrtaios 11:75 9) ὄπισθε. Elsewhere 
the poets have -θεν. In Herodotos we find -θεν except in πρόσθε, 
ἔμπροσθε, ὕπερθε, κατύπερθε, ὄπισθε, ἔνερθε, and perhaps in wépnde*. 
Hippokrates, on the other hand, always adopts - θεν, 6. 7. πρόσθεν 
III 192, ὑπόπροσθεν 68 (Hippokratic only), ἀπόπροσθεν 212 (also 
in Plato Lpin. 987 A), ἔμπροσθεν 74, 192, 194, ὄπισθεν II 78, 
III 72, 182, 184, I90, 192. Aretaios has πρόσθεν, e.g. 76, 
ὕπερθεν 52, νέρθεν 28, but Lukian Syr. dea 29 has πρόσθε. Of 
the adverbs in -θε in Hdt., πρόσθε and ἔμπροσθε are occasionally 
well supported in the MSS. of Plato, Isokrates, and Demosthenes. 
So too ἐπίπροσθε in Plato (-ev Aret. 69), but ὄπισθε, κατόπισθε, 
ἐξόπισθε, ἔξωθε, and ἄλλοθε in that author occur only in inferior 
MSS. ἔμπροσθε, καθύπερθε, and ὄπισθε are found in Attic 
inscriptions between 350-317 B.c.,.and even Μουνιχίαθε, ᾿Αλω- 


* But οὗ Et. Mag. 417,: ἄχι' ὅπου, and Dionysios in schol. B. L. on A 607. 

? In Plato ἐνταυθί should not displace ἐνταυθοῖ. 

8 ἀπάνευθε, Tzetz. Ex. 1]. 909 α΄ 

* In V1 33 πέρηθε is the reading of the best MSS., adopted by Stein, Holder 
and Kallenberg, but rejected by Abicht for the πέρηθεν of B? sz. In VI 128 
there is no authority for ἀνέκαθεν ( -- ἄνωθεν in Attic prose) except Aldus, who 
is followed by the recent German editors because the -θεν idea is still un- 
obscured, ἔμπροσθε in VII 126 occurs in AB only, ὄπισθε in II 96 in z only. 
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πεκῆθε occur in the fourth century. On the occurrences of 
πρόσθε, &e., in late prose, see Lobeck Hlementa IL 153. 


τθε occurs also in Thessalian ἄνευθε, Aiolic πρόσθε. Aiolic has in addition 
to -θε, both -θεν and -θα, which are likewise Doric. It is still a moot point 
whether -@ey (-6e), -@a are independent suffixes, whether -#a represents 02, 
and -θε a contamination of -#ey and -@a, or whether -@a is original and 
the other forms analogues of κέν, eé'. The same uncertainty exists in the 
case of ἔπειτεν, ἔπειτε, ἔπειτα, εἵνεκεν, εἵνεκε, εἵνεκα. That -a and -e may be 
distinct formations, not derived from a parent-form with sonant nasal, may 
be inferred from -re and -ra (ὅτε, Aiolic ra), γέ and yd (Epeirotic y&, if 
correct, being a late formation), -δε and -5a (Arkadian θύρδα). 


-% occurs much more frequently in Ionic than in Attic prose. 
οὐδαμόθι is found only in Hdt. VII 49. αὐτόθι and αὐτοῦ occur in 
both dialects (Hdt. II 44, Hippokr. II 24, Syr. dea 45, Arrian 
26,,); so too ἄλλοθι Hat. III 73, Syr. dea 29. 

ἰδίηι appears in the weakened form ἰδίει, Oropos 18,,. In Thasos 
72; (300-250 B.c.) and Tasos 105, (end of the fourth century) we 
find the Attic ἐδίαι. 

ἰθύς Ephesos 145, cf. Hdt. ἰθύς, ἰθύ, ἰθέως and see § 198. 

ἵνα, the particle that in Herodotos occurs more than twice as 
frequently as all the other final particles combined, is, but for 
a single instance, excluded from the language of the inscriptions ; 
a matter of no surprise, when we remember the preference of the 
Attie imscriptional documents for ὅπως dv. I have noted ἵνα ἄν 
in Thasos 72:10» from the first half of the third century. In fifth 
century Attic inscriptions we find ἵνα twice, in the fourth century 
never, in the third century twice. The genuine Hippokrates never 
uses ἵνα in complete final sentences, of which he has exceedingly 
few. It occurs in Theog. 776, Hrd. IX. 

The phrase ἐπ᾽ tone καὶ ὁμοίηι (Hdt. IX 7) is frequently used in 
Tonic decrees: Samos 2215753, Hphesos 147,,, Wood’s Discoveries 
at Ephesus, appendix 2, no. 2,10, 18,19, 21,22. Inthe Ephesian 
documents we have ἐφ᾽ not ἐπ᾽. 

ἰσσαῖ is an interjection like αἰαῖ, and derived from toca (Plato 
in Meineke II 637, 4, Menander IV 80,6). In § 395 end, to’ ἄν 
was wrongly suggested as the reading in the passage from 
Herodas 3,3, where ἰσσαΐ should be adopted with Meister. 

καθότι Samos 221., (cf. Hdt. VII 2). 

καθώς Hdt. IX 82. 

κάρτα--λίαν (Greg. Kor. ὃ 58), Hippon. 17, Hdt., Hippokr., 
Aretaios, Lukian. 

κατάΞτεκαθά appears in Hdt. I 208, II 6, 116, III 86. In 
VII 199 κατ᾽ & is=rh where. See appendix to § 406, 2. 


1 Cf. Osthoff Perfect 332 ff., G. Meyer Gram. 30. 
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κατάντη (ἐς τὰ x.) Hippokr. HI 298. 

κατάπερ Hdt. I 170, &c., Priene 144,, Halikarn. 238,5, καθάπερ 
Ephesos 147,, (about 300 B.c.), Teos 158,, 5, (first century B. c.). 
Cf. § 369. In Halikarn. 238,, we find κατόπερ (ὃ 132). See 
appendix to § 406, 2. 

κατότι Hdt. VIT 2. 

κεῖ Archil. 170=xet@. Archil. 132, Hdt. II 12. 


kn, κου, &¢., ὃ 342. 

λείως completely, at all, Archil. 112 (MSS. λείων corrected by 
Porson). Cf. Hesychios λείως (MSS. λείρως) ῥᾳδίως, σφόδρα, 
τελείως, καλῶς, part of which gloss might be explanatory of 
λείως Theaitetos 144 B, from λεῖος smooth, Elsewhere the gram- 
marians (Apollon. Pronom. 58). Schn., Et. Mag. 5603,, Photios 
218,) refer to the form either as λέως ἷ, usually explaining it as 
derived from τελέως (Hdt., Hippokr.*) by hyphaeresis*, or as 
λίως, Erotian 240. The same stem appears in the Hesychian 
λεώλης" τελείως ἐξώλης (ef. λειώλης on a Rhodian inscription, 
Mitth. XVI 112); λεώλεθρος. παντελῶς ἐξωλοθρευμένος ; λειο- 
κόνιτος" ἣ τελείωσις (sic MSS.), ὡς κόνις διαλελυμένη, λείως yap 
τελείως ; λειοκόρης" (sic MSS. λειω- Voss) ὁ τελείως ἐκκεκαυμένους 
τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς ἔχων, with which cf. χλεωκόρητος᾽ ὁ ἐξωλοθρευμένος 
Photios 218., λεωκόνιτος" 7) λεωκόρητος (sic MSS.) παντελῶς ἐξωλο- 
θρευμένος Hesychios, and λεωκόνητος ὁ ἐφθαρμένος Theognostos 
(Δα. Οχσ. Il 9..). 

The etymological connection of λέως with Attic and Ionic 
Aewpyds, defended by L. & S. and Wecklein on Prometh. 5, 
would be easier, did we not have reported λαοργός" ἀνόσιος, 
Σικελοί in Hesychios and λεουργός as Doric in Photios. Curtius, 
Et. p. 361, derives Aewpyds from Ad from λὰ(σο)-Γοργός, which 
suits the meaning, but Ad- as a compressed stem from dédoo- is 
difficult. Fo may be dropped when it is the final syllable of the 
first part of a compound whose second part begins with F-, 
e.g. An|FolFddns, An[Fo|Favag, Κλε[ ο]βαναξ-- Λεάδης, Aedvaé, 
Κλεάναξ, and perhaps in va[Fo|fopés=vapds and vavpds. But 
we desiderate examples of Aa(co)-Fo-. The da of Aduayos, 
λακαταπύγων, λακατάρατος, if genuine Attic, is difficult, and not 
comparable to the λε- of λέως. 


λίην (Hom.) Archil. 66,, Hdt. IV 96, Hippokr. ITT 94, Aret. 
34. Hesychios’ λήν was formerly read by Bergk in Theog. 352. 


1 Galen, Gloss. p. 514, has λεῶς᾽ παντελῶς, ἅπαν. 

2. L. & 8. say that διὰ τέλους serves as the adverb of διατελής. But A has 
διατελέως, Hippokr, III 324, and Littré adopts it in III 48 (where τελέως also 
occurs) ; διὰ τέλεος 38, 62, 132, &e. 

* So even Kiihner-Blass I 286, The hyphaeresis cannot be defended by 
(τε)τράπεζα. 
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_ B@ occurs frequently in Herodas (45, 58» 43» 518» 569 &e.) as an 
mterjection employed by women to express astonishment or 
indignation. The scholiast on Theokr. XV 89 errs in restricting 
the word to the dialect of Syracuse and in hmiting the range 
of its use to vexation. It is doubtless the same as μᾶ, Aischylos’ 
Suppl. 890, Meister Herodas p. 684 sees in the word (originally) 
an invocation to the μεγάλη μήτηρ. Cf. English marry! 

pev=pnv, ὃ 139. 

μεσηγύ (Hom., Theog.) in Ionic prose occurs in Hippokr. only. 

μέχρι, see § 715. 

μηδαμά Halikarn. 238,54), Hdt. I 68, II οἱ, III 65, VII 50, 
not -μᾶ with Aldus, d, and once in R and B. Jacobitz’ -μᾶ in 
Lukian’s Syr, dea 21, 22, 23 is not Ionic. ovdaud appears twelve 
times in Hdt. with -μᾶ in Aldus and often in R Od. οὐδαμά occurs 
in Anakr. 50, Theog. 1363, 1373. Hadt. has also οὐδαμῇ I 24, 34, 
56, Il 43, 116 (οὐδαμῆ Aret. 25). μηδαμῶς and οὐδαμῶς are also 
Herodoteian. 

μήκοτε perhaps (?), Hrd. 4:5. 

vat in val μά (Hom.) Archil. 108, Anan. 4, Theog. 1045, Hrd. 
1.6» 7713 99) Vat Δήμητρα Ig., val Μοῦσαν Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 6, 
(νὴ Δί᾽ 25, is Attic). 

νέωτα, cf. § 289, 1. 

νῆποινεί Amphip. 10,,, and so to be read in Andokides, Plato, 
and Demosthenes. Cf. ἀσπονδεί, ἀσυλεί above. 

νυ (Hom.) occurs in Aret. 171. 


νυνί Hdt. VII 229 (ἢ νῦν), is excluded from the language of 
tragedy and history (except Xenophon), but used by the orators 
and Plato. Lukian has ταυτί, Syr. dea 23. 

ὅπου, που, &c. are the regular forms in the inscriptions, which 
never have ὅκου, κου, Χο. Cf. § 342. In Keos 43,, we find 
ὅπου ἄν with the subjunctive, elsewhere ὅπου is followed by the 
indicative. 

ὅπως is frequent in Ionic inscriptions considering the chances 
for its occurrence. It is found with the subjunctive in Thasos 
71,, Ephesos 147,,1, with the optative in Samos 221,,, with the 
future indicative in Samos 221,,. Herodotos has no lking for 
ὅκως (twelve times) or for ὅκως ἄν (five times) in the pure final 
sentence, though he allows greater scope for the ὅκως of imcom- 
plete finality. The imperative ὅκως occurs once (III 142). 
Hippokrates uses ὅκως with the subjunctive in II 64 és, II 
2.42, WII 230, ὅκως dv 11 74, III 254, IV 228, VII 212 (ὅκως 


1 ὅπως ἄν is probably Attic in an Ephesian inscription in Dittenb. Syl. 
1345) 9- 
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ἂν δοκέῃ and ὡς ἂν δοκέῃ VIII 498), ὅκως with the optative 
I 634 and Lukian Syr. dea 26,27. In complete final sentences 
the poets use ὅπως twice only (Hipponax 85, hexam., Anakr. 
63,). Exclusive of Pindar, ὅπως (and os) in these sentences 
oceur chiefly in Hipponax and Anakreon; a fact which may 
have its explanation in local preferences (Gildersleeve 4, J. P. 
IV 432). In the incomplete final sentence ὅπως appears in Sim. 
Amorg. 7, who also uses ὅπως with the future (1,). 

ὁτῆμος Hrd. 3,, may contain a prefixed 6-, as in ὁκοῖος, ὁπηνίκα. 
When ὅτε and ἦμος are conjoined, the latter precedes as in Apoll. 
Rh. IV 267, 452, 1310, Anthol. Pal. app. 51.; (cf. εὖτε ὅταν 
Aret. 89, ἕως ὅτε Zosimos I 5, 3, if not in Thuk. IV 117, 
Xenoph. Kyrop. V 1, 25, &e.). Both Hdt. and Hippokr. use 
nuos. That τῆμος was not restricted to poetry is clear from 
Thessalian τᾶμον. In Hippokr. IX 14 Littré reads τ᾽ ἦμος, 
where some MSS. have τῆμος. 

οὐδαμά, see under μηδαμά. 

οὕνεκα, see § 715. 

οὕτω, οὕτως. ΤῸ § 366 may be added that in Herodas οὕτω 
occurs before consonants and at the end of the verse, οὕτως only 
before vowels. In 4,, οὕτως ἐπιλοξοῖ of the MSS. is metrically 
inferior to οὕτω ἐπιλοξοῖ. But in 6,, we have another case of 
the anapaest in the second foot (or shall we write μαλκός with 
Meister ?). In the fourth foot we find the anapaest in 251, 6,5. 

ὄφρα was not used by any post-Homeriec writer of Ionic stock. 
It occurs four times in Theognis. 

πάγχυ (Homer) Hdt. I 31, 1V 135, and in tragedy (Septem 641). 
In Frogs 1531 it occurs in hexameters. Attic prose uses πάνυ 
instead. 

πάλιν (cf. p. 289, note 4): in Hrd. 2,, πάλι[ν] μνῆν is preferable 
to πάλι, whose nasal may have been omitted because of the 
μ. Before other consonants than mw we find πάλιν (44, 799). 
Kallimachos epigr, 12, uses πάλι to obtain a pyrrhic. In Homer 
we find παλίωξις. 

πάξ interjection, Hrd. 7,,, (‘it fits, also ‘enough ᾽. διαμπάξ, 
ἀπόπαξ, ἐπίπαξ, ἐσάπαξ Hdt. VI 125 (cf. ein-fach), are from the 
same root (πᾶγ-, cf. πήγνυμι). Cf. ᾿ἀναμίξ Hdt. I 103 and 
ovppuya VI 58, ἐναλλάξ 111 40, Hippokr. V 728. 

πέρ occurs often in Hdt. and Hippokr., where Attic prose has 
καίπερ. 

πέρην Hdt. VI 44, 97, ὅτο., Hippokr. IV 380 (right through of 
kadovs). ‘The word is connected with περάω, πόρος, not with 


πέρας. There is no form mépn=Attic πέρα, but Hdt. VI 33 has 
πέρηθε. 
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πλεόνως occurs only in Hat. (IIL 34, V 18), 


πρίν in Tonic inscriptions is found with the infinitive, Olynth. 
8B 5. πρὶν ἤ with the infinitive in C. 1. A. IV B 53 ἃ 9 is 
probably Ionic, as the document deals with matters pertaining to 
cult. πρὶν ἤ is a specific peculiarity of Ionic, since it occurs in 
Homer (E288=X 266), then in Herodotos and Hippokrates, while 
no Attic poet or prose writer uses the locution. In the pseudo- 
Hippokratic works πρὶν ἤ (ten times) is much less frequent than 
πρίν (twenty times) with the infinitive; a sign of the decline of 
the former construction. Hippokrates uses πρὶν ἤ with the 
subjunctive once (III 248) in a genuine treatise, whereas in the 
spurious works it occurs eight times!. With the subjunctive, 
the genuine Hippokrates omits ἄν twice (II 52, 330), his imitators 
insert it six times. 

προίξ, see § 298. 

πρόκα = εὐθύς, παραχρῆμα in Hdt. 1111, &c., is always followed 
by τε (πρόκατε). Cf. αὐτίκα, ἡνίκα for the extension of πρό by -ka. 


πρώην (Homer*), Hdt. IT 53, also Attic (though some texts 
have πρῴην), is contracted to πρῶν in Hrd. 5,.. As Doric 
πρώ(ξ)ᾶν Theokr. VIII 23, XIV 5, or πρό(ξ)ᾶν, Theokr. IV 60, 
V 4, XV 15, became πρᾶν 3, so Jonicand Attic mpé(F)nv became 
πρῶν in Herodas. In Kallimachos’ choliambics (frag. 84, Schn.) we 
find zp@v according to Joh. Alex. 32, (Hdn. 1 494,). It would seem 
therefore that Herodas’ πρῶν is wrong (πρῷν Biicheler), or that 
Kallimachos’ πρῷν is a mistake (πρῶν, Meister Herodas Ὁ. 775). 
The fact that Joh. Alex. gives as the full form πρώην, not πρῴην 
or πρῶϊν as Lentz writes, inclines us to the view that we should 
read πρῶν in Kallimachos. Both Joh. Alex. and Suidas regard 
πρῷ as the base of the word4, An enlarged form of the same 
word is πρώξιος (cf. Skt. parviya, Slav. privyt, ‘the first’) which 
becomes πρώιος (Hdt. VIII 130, πρωίγν VIII 6; cf. Hom. 
πρώιον adv.) and πρῷος in Attic. 

σύνεγγυς (of place) Hrd. 1,,, Hippokr. IV 180. 

τε is separated from its pronoun, after the epic fashion, in τὰ 
πέρ te Hdt. 1 74. Noteworthy uses in New Ionic are ἐπείτε or 


1 On πρίν &c. in Ionic writers, see Sturm’s treatise, pp. 73 ff. and the works 
there cited. 

2 The schol. Ven. A on O 470 reports that Zenodotos wrote πρῴην and that 
Aristarchos knew of this reading. In E 832 nearly all the MSS, have πρώην 
(A G πρῴην), in A 500 πρῴην is supported by Eustathios alone. 

3 This accent is found in p, Theokr. V 132, in kin VII 51. If the vulgate 
πρᾶν in seven other passages is correct, we must suppose a form mpwf ἄν, 
which ill suits the traditionary accent of πρώην. πρώην could not become 
πρᾶν in Doric as L. & S. state. 

* Apart from the difficulty in the way of a paragogic ν, the Ionic form is 
however open; πρωί Hdt. IX τοι, Hippokr. 11 682, IIL 46 (cf. Hom. mpai, 
mpoica), mpwtatrepoy Arrian 26,. 
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ἐπεί τε, νῦν τε 1125, VIII rot. In I 58, ἐμοί τε, quoted by 
L. & S. as another example, is now changed to ἐμοίγε with 
Reiske. Ionic has ἅτε guippe (Hdt. I 154, Hippokr. IV 224) as 
other dialects. 

τέως 1 in Herodotos is most frequent in the sense of for a time 
(I τι, 82, 86, 94, IL 169, VI 83, VIII 74 where all MSS. have 
ews). In VI 112 it means up to this time. In IV 165 all MSS. 
have τέως the while, which is retained by Holder, abandoned by 
Stein and other recent editors for ἕως. In the spurious tractates 
of Hippokrates we observe a like usage (VI 180 where @ has ἕως, 
VIT 232, VIII 344, 596 dis, 602). Cf. Galen gloss. p. 578. This 
use of τέως is now regarded by editors of the Attic prose writers as 
due to the Alexandrians, who used it as a relative. Lukian Sy7. 
dea 25 has τέως μέν... .. ἐπεὶ δέ, whereas Hdt. uses τέλος δέ, ἔπειτα 
δέ, or μετὰ δέ in apodosis. τέως occurs on Attic inscriptions. 

τῇ there! Hrd. Ig (τῇ, πίθι, with which ef. 1 347 τῆ, πίε οἷνον). 
τῇ 15 the instrumental (ef. Lith. ἐδ), τῇ the dative. Cf. Kyprian 
τᾶ, rade, Doric rade, Attic and Ionic ride, Attic τηδί. 

-τι, Adverbs in -τὶ occur in ἐγκυτί Archil. (Et. Mag. 311,,), 
ἀμαχητί, ἀνωμοτί, ἀπαρτί, ἀπονητί, ἀτιμωρητί (Hdt.); -στι in 
μεγαλωστί, νεωστί, Σκυθιστί (Hdt.). Cf. 4. J.P. ΥΊ 4290. Where 
-rt takes the place of -τει it is not derived from it, at least in the 
classical period of the language. 

to. may be noted in ἐπεί τοι, Hippokr. IV 216. 

τουτεῖ, adverbial locative, Kyme 3 A, is also Dorie (Theokr. V 
33> 45, 103). 

χαλκίνδα reported by Hesychios (τὸ εἰς χαλκὸν κυβεύειν) appears 
ial, Ητα. as 

-xou occurs ¢.g. in Hdt. in τριχοῦ (and τρίχα), διχοῦ (and δίχα), 
πολλαχοῦ (and πολλαχῇ), πενταχοῦ (IIL 117, not πανταχοῦ for 
which we have πανταχῇ). 

χωρίς. To § 366 we may add that in Olynthos 8 B 13 we find 
[χωρὶ]ς ἑκατέρους, in Miletos 100,, Hippokr, II 18 χωρίς + conso- 
nant, in V 668 χωρίς followed by a comma. 

ὧδε /ither, Hippokr. VI 476, 478 as Protag. 328 D and the 
tragedians, Aristarchos denied that this use obtains in Homer. 

ὧν and οὖν. To § 206 may be added that ὁτεωιοῦν occurs in 
Amphip. 10,,, ἡιοῦν in Teos 158., υς (late). In respect of the 
etymological relation of the two words (ὃ 252), Meister (Herodas 
p. 867) suggests that ὧν is to be derived from ἢ οὖν, as Gpa and 
ἦρα from ἢ dpa, and μῶν from μὴ οὖν 2, If ὧν is from ἢ οὖν, it 

* Cf. the story in the schol. on Plato’s Hipparchos p. 33 5 in reference to Téws 
from τέως. 


* So Hdn. I 516, ΤΙ 3324, (Joh. Alex. 40,,), schol. on Dionys. Thrax in 
Bekk. Anecd. IT 969,,, who assume a Doric change of ov to , Which is out of 
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must, like ἢ, have once been interrogative and asseverative. 
Meister quotes P/ilohkt, 121 (ἢ μνημονεύεις οὖν & σοι παρήνεσα) as 
an example of ἢ οὖν interrogative. Here, however, the words are 
separated and each has its own peculiar function. As a particle 
of asseveration, ὧν < ἣ οὖν became (we must assume) postpositive, 
usurping the place of οὖν (cf. the postpositive ἦρα, dpa). That 
ὧν could im course of time be regarded as an uncompounded 
particle (cf. γῶν), and thus vacate its proper functions, is less 
difficult to understand when we observe the use of μῶν in Choeph. 
177 μῶν οὖν ᾿Ορέστου κρύβδα δῶρον ἦν τόδε; Androm. 82 μῶν οὖν 
δοκεῖς σοῦ φροντίσαι τιν᾽ ἀγγέλων; Sophist. 250 D μῶν οὖν ἐν 
ἐλάττονί τινι νῦν ἐσμὲν ἀπορίᾳ περὶ τὸ ὄν ; and Laws 966 B. Cf. 
also μῶν μή Rep. 351 H, ὅζο., and such cases as 7}... . Gpa (from ἢ 
ἄρα) in Soph., frag. 670. But where ὧν is interposed between 
preposition and verb, as is frequently the case in Hdt. (e.g. 11 47, 
85, 86, 96, IV 60; cf. Homeric οὖν in the relative member) it is 
not easy to believe that itis derived from ἢ οὖν. Meister is forced 
to admit that ὧν may have been forced into the MSS. of Hdt. 
at the expense of οὖν. 

Adverbs from -es stems regularly end in -éws, not -ds (ὃ 289, 2), 
except when the stem form is preserved, as in ἐπίτηδες in Hdt., 
Hippokr. ἀκλεῶς and ἀδεῶς should probably be written -éws. 

és ἄν appears in Zeleia 11335, 3; (after 334 B.C.), whereas in 
Attic inscriptions it does not occur with any frequency till the 
first century B.c. In Hdt. ὡς and ὡς ἄν are more frequent than 
ὅκως and ὅκως ἄν in the complete final sentence, though ὡς and 
ὅκως are more common than ὡς ἄν and ὅκως ἄν. In Hippokrates 
(according to Weber <Adsichtssdtze Ὁ. 138) in complete final 
sentences we find ὡς only (e.g. III 256, 258). See on ὅπως. 
Hipponax 43,, Archil, 109 have ὡς ἄν, Anakreon 62,, 63,, 
Hipponax 19, have ὡς. 


the question in an Attic word. Perhaps Hdn. had in mind such cases as 
Doric Adyws, ἐπαινῶμεν. To the above etymology Tryphon objected (1) that 
the two particles, whose contraction was assumed, differed widely in 
meaning, (2) that μῶν was prepositive, οὖν postpositive, and (3) that the 
loss of the v was inexplicable. Apollon. (de Conj. 228,, Schn.) meets the 
phonetic objection by the statement that, though some regard the loss of 
the v as due to euphony, the truth is that μῶν is from μὴ ὦν, ὧν being also 
Attic, as that dialect is Ionic δυνάμει. So far from defending the derivation 
from μὴ οὖν (as Meister states), by equating Attic with Ionic, he deliberately 
avoids the point raised by Tryphon in respect of the v. If the ov of οὖν is 
a genuine diphthong Tryphon was correct, av, ev, ov retaining their v in 
crasis in all dialects; but if the ov is adulterine, Tryphon was wrong and 
Meister may be correct. Spurious ov is retained in crasis only when actual 
contraction does not take place (ὁ. g. οὐροφύλακες = οἱ odpop., Chios 174 A 15-16). 
Its v of course disappears in genuine contraction (¢.g. Attic τιμῶ). If we 
regard the ov of οὖν as a spurious diphthong, I see no objection, on the score 
of phonetics, to the crasis w « 4+ ov, though no other example is at hand. 


Cf. μεμνῴμην < μεμνηοίμην. 
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ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS 


17 13 f. Ὁ. from below): on ἀτελέη see add. to p. 175. 820 f.b.: read 


μῆνις. 33 f. n. 1.2: read 4 for 6. 45 (§ 42): add Meister Die 
Mimiamben des Herodas 1893, Preger Inscriptiones Graecae metricae 1891 (see the 
review by Kaibel in G.G.A. 1892, p. 89). 477: on the contraction to 


ἢ of a+e, see additions to p. 242. 518 (and 58 note 1): the probability of 
such an anacrusis is doubtful. The statement in the text is made on the 
authority of Rosshach Griechische Metrik 233. 56 21: κούραι;, Ὁ. 1. A. IV 
B 373’, is not Attic. The inscription is furthermore noteworthy from 
the fact that it presents the only example of cw¢- for ca¢- in an early 
document found on Attic soil. The inscription is earlier than 400 8. Ο. 
67 15: it may here be mentioned that some scholars still hold that there 
are cases of ἃ in tragic trimeters which are heirlooms of the period when 4a, 
even after other sounds than εν 1, v, p, had not become 7. So Wecklein 
regards βαλόν Choeph. 571, γαθούσῃ 772 a8 Old Attic. Verrall justifies the 
irregular ἃ by assuming that the words in question are due to literary 
association. 5712: épéwy,seeadd.p.225. 69 26: dele(§ 428). 707 f.b. 
note 1: etymological considerations speak in favour of deriving πᾶνός, μᾶνός 
and perhaps ἀδολέσχης in Attic from ἕπανβός, *uavFds and &df-, but the 
whole trend of the dialect is against compensatory lengthening upon the loss 
of Ff. These Attic forms, like Ionic ὅλος, are a stumbling-block to the 
uniformists. Kretschmer’s theory, mentioned in note 2, will not hold 
ground in the face of ᾿Απατούρια, which contains a non-Attic ov. ᾿Απατόριος 
appears in C. I. A. IV B 462 ἃ τι an archaic inscription, “AratOYpios in 
III 2499, 2594 and perhaps 1057 (all late). On Ionic soil we find ᾿Απατουρ- 
in Phanagoreia, Bechtel 164,, and also in Amorgos B. 0. H. XIII 344, no. 2, 
though the document has ᾿Απατοριῶνος and also ΚλευδίκοΥ. A Sarmatian 
inscription, I. G. A. 350, contains ’ArarOpO. The word is from ᾿Απατορβ- 
with the ‘copulative’ a (cf. ὁμοπάτρια). Boiotian Μωνυχίαν C. D. I. 712, 
does not prove that the Attic Μουνιχία is the direct result of the loss of the 
spirant in moyf-. As Schulze 0. Ε. 79, 514 suggests, it is possible that 
Boiotian Μων- may be a dialectal echo of Movy-. The v of the Boiotian form 
is noteworthy, not only because of its appearance in that dialect, but because 
Movyv- occurs only three times in all the Attic inscriptions (once in the 
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fourth century, twice in the period of the empire). It may be regarded 
as certain that other causes than the desire to avoid a succession of short 
syllables produced the diphthongal forms ᾿Απατούρια, Μουνιχία in Attic. 
Keller in his Lateinische Volksetymologie derives Movyixta from a Semitic source, 
on grounds that seem insufficient, so far as I am able to judge of their value, 
7112: compare the variation between κόρα 1. 1 and κούρη 1. 5 in a Thessalian 
epigram, Kaibel no. 505 ; notes 1 and 2: see § 716. 75 16: In Prometh. 353 
the MSS. have ἑκατοντακάρηῆνον with a written over the 7. 7S 8. ΠΡΌΣ: 
νένωται Soph. frag. 191 (§ 296), cf. Dindorf’s ἐπιβῶ Persat 1054. 79 note 2: 
read Meineke. Kock (elsewhere so spelled) is misprinted four times on p. 79, and 
p. 140 n. I. 91: add the following treatises on the Dialect of Herodotos : 
Bumke: De augmento verbi Herodotei, 1835. Forstemann: De vocabulis quae 
videntur esse apud Herodotum poeticis, 1892. Kloppe: De augmento Herodoteo, 1848. 
Molhem: De augmenti apud Homerum Herodotumque usu, 1876. Norén’s 
treatise was published in 1876 (Upsala). 93 22: for VY, S, read v, s and so 
in the note below. Holder uses the signs V, S; 25: for the Florentine MS. 
(A) of the tenth, read (C) of the eleventh. 95 note 1: Maunde Thompson 
(Handbook of Greek and Latin Palaeography, 1893, p. 119) thinks the papyrus 
is at least as old as 250 B.c. 100 6: for specifically read specially, as a x form 
has appeared in Aiolic. See additions to p. 290. The statement on p. 26, 
1. 6 must also conform to the new evidence presented. 1018: add vol. X, 
xxxli, 1861, 101 note 2, l. 2: read 57 for 56, and add τέλεως Kos 3761»; 
3814, 1, 40 A 5 (Paton and Hicks) to the list of Koan Ionisms. 104 16,17: 
dele ὅταν, ὅθεν. 106: add to the list of differences between Hdt. and 
Hippokr.: -θε Hdt., -θεν Hippokr. § 716; δυσί Hippokr., not in Hdt.; the 
inflection of κέρας, ὃ 544. 11722: Kabbadias in Δελτίον ᾿Αρχαιολ. 1801, p. 129 
refers the inscription in question to the first century before Christ. 129 20: 
the grammarians usually accent ὀστέον without reference to the dialects. In 
Theokr. k has ὀστίον, Ahrens ὄστιον. In Hrd. 4,2; 65 (cf. p. 256, 8 f.b.) we find 
apyupevy Which I have written -edy, though this accent is quite uncertain ; 
last line: add”Awoayos Arkadios 4747, ᾿Αμοργός Steph. Byz. WE) τ 2h, long 
for πήχεων the MSS. of Hdt. usually have πηχέων, e.g. 1 178. 131 (§ 126): 
on the accent of the forms from ἱέω, τιθέω &e., see ὃ 691, and note 2. 
132 20: after κρατερός, insert καρτερός. 133 16: for τρέψω, στρέψω read 
τρέφω, στρέφω ; 21: after ‘a form’ add: apart from the doubtful ἐτραπόμην. 
These cases occur in II 80, IV 60, V 15, VI 33, 119, VII 18. In the 
active, τράπω is found in all the MSS. only once (III 81), whereas τρέπω 
occurs 18 times without ἃ v.l. When there is variation in the MSS., 4BCd 
have τρέπω (VI 26, VII 52), except in II 92 where d alone supports the e form. 
In the middle τρέπεσθαι occurs in V 86 (ABCd), τρέπονται V ὅτ, τρέπεται 1 117, 
II 17 in all MSS. ἐτραπόμην &e. (20 times) is certain and the aoristic use 
is not difficult in many cases. It is a significant fact that τράπεσθαι, the 
reading of all the recent German editors in the present, is never without 
the v.l. τραπέσθαι (I τι, IIL 157, VI 52, VIII 16). The adoption of τράπω 
throughout involves the assumption that at least in the active the original 
form has been almost completely obliterated. On the other hand, it should 
be stated that a τράπω alongside of τρέψω, ἔτρεψα ὅσ. is an unusual, and 
therefore, a probable form. Homer has τραπ- only in the denominative 
τραπέω K 421, 7125; 3 f.b.: καρδίη Theog. 366, 1236, Hrd. 1,7, καρδιηβόλει 45o- 
Homer has θρασυκάρδιος. 134 20: Hrd. has τεμεῖν 64, 7.1) τεμεῦσα 459. 
τέμνω appears in the Hymn to Demeter 384, Solon 1347. 135 3: dpwdids 
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Hrd., Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 5,= Attic ἐρῳδιός Babrios 94, without the iota. 
136 14: read καταλελάβηκε. 140 7: Schmidt has now discussed in full 
the question of the assimilation of vowels in K. Z. XXXII 321 ff. To the 
examples mentioned by me (éperh, ἔρσην, ἀττέλεβος, Ἑρμώνοσσα, ὀβολός, 
Τορώνη, τέσσερες, ἀρρωδέω, ἕτερος, μέγεθος), Schmidt adds many others, 6. 9. 
᾿Απόλλων, ἀδάξομαι, ἀστακός, γόργυρα, -κόντορος P. 142, κρόμμνα, οὐλαί, ψακάς. 
ῥαφανίς Ῥ. τ4τ might be added to the list. 141 19 f. b.: in opposition to this 
dissimilation, see now footnote 3 to p. 566; 4 ἢ b.: ef. also ἁλετρίβανος 
Hdn. IT 259,, Eust. 183,) for ἅλο-; ᾿Ανδρέαιος Thessalian, C. D. I. 326 III το, 
’Opoéas in Pindar. 143 3f.b.: Hrd. has ἑσσῶμαι, Class. Rev. V 480, 1,5. 
144 5: the analogy of sécus, séciws is defective. See Arch. f. lat. Lex. IV 602 ; 
21: Hrd. has ἵλεως 44, 2.- ἵλαθι; on a late metrical inscription from 
Paros (C. I. G. 2388,, ;;) contains the weak, epic ἵληθι the strong form; ef. 
πίμπλαθι and πίμπληθι formed from πίμπλη. 145 τι f. b.: add Λεώφιλος 
Archil. 69 ; footnote 1. 2: read pa for ap. Cf. § 478, where it is shown that 
᾿Αμφιάρεος, Not ’Audidpews, may be the form native to the New Ionic of 
Hat. 146 13: add νεωκόρῳ Hrd. 49), vewkdpov 441, 45, vewkdpos Oropos 
186-7; 045 “αἴ 2f.b.: ἀγαίομαι is from ἔάἀγασιομαι, as δαίομαι from *Saccoma. 
A supposed παλέω by the side of παλαίω (ὃ 593) is not to be regarded as a sup- 
port for &yéoua by the side of ἀγαίομαι. 147 14: μέζονα Orop. 18,43 14 f.b.: 
read 13 times, μείζων twice (33, and V 3). 149 11: on the expulsion 
of ε before o, see ὃ 287 and additions to pp. 254, 255. 152 9: -i also occurs 
in προεδρίη Xenophan. 2,, τυραννίη 32, ταινίαις Empedokles 402, μεσημβρίη 
Kaibel 441,; 12: add Schulze Q. BE. 291; 19: -διον may be regarded as an 
independent suffix ; cf. ἰχθύδιον and ἰχθύδιον. Στρατώνδης, Μενώνδης are found 
in Ἔφημ. apx. 1887, 83 ff. (Eretria); 22: Δαρῖκός Hrd. 7492, 122. The Ionic 
form is Δαρεικός Hdt. VII 28, Erythr. 202,;_,3;. Meister Herodas 746 regards 
Aapixds as Koan Doric. The form with ὁ appears in Tegea, I.G. A. 69. Cf. Xaipw- 
νεικός and Xawpwrikds. 153 6 f.b.: ef. Johansson Sprachkunde, Ὁ. 8; ἀστακός 
is assimilated from ὀστακός as ἀδάξεται &c. Hippokr. VIII 214, 330, 352 (ef. 
568) from dddtera (Schmidt K. Z. XXXII 390, 391); 2 f.b: Καμασαρύη occurs 
in Latysch. II 19,,;; note: βάθρακος is the form in the modern dialect of 
Amorgos. 154 (8 150): ef. p. 265, ὃ 295, III A and appendix; end: Hrd. 
8, has τόνθρυζε (as Babrios 9795), but τονθορύζω 6,, 777. Cf. Lobeck’s Phrynichus 
358. 155 (§ 153): verbs that have v in Homer usually do not protract 
the vowel in the later literature, e.g. φύὕύω <*puw, in Mimn, 2,, Archil. 42, 
Theog. 1164, Sim. Keos 85, (Sim. Amorg.?), Empedokl. 70, 154, 202 (but φῦ 
in Solon 4,,, Theog. 537, 1134, Empedokl. 66), θὕύεσκε Hippon. 3%, Bpvovra 
Anakr. 65,. On the other hand for ὕω <*oww, we find ty Hrd. 7,6, “rddes 
Σ 486, ὕετός Nikand. Ther. 273. Of. rrv¥w in Apoll. Rhod. II 570, IV 925, 
Theokr. VI 39, ἰσχύω in Babrios τος (as Pindar frag. 61) with five cases of 
ἰσχύω; 6 f.b.: Hippokr. has ῥυφ- V 370, 374, 386, ῥοφ- IL 306, 456, VII 60, 


&e. 156 17 f.b.: after Greek word, add except in the case of ἥμυσυ p. 177. 
157 : before § 156 insert Κύδιλλα Hrd. 54,, 99, a word showing the shortening 
of the radical vowel that occurs in proper names. 162 15: ἀέναον 


(MSS. ἀένναον) Herakl. 111 (not IIT). 163 18: ἔμπης oceurs in Aret. 54; 
(§ 162, 2): ἐπᾶρή Teos 156 B 30, 36, Chios 174 Ο 11, Mylasa 248 IN, TA, 1B) TD 
C 15, ἐπᾶράσθω Chios 174 Ο 9, Πολυάρητος Thasos 723, “Aptos, a Chian, Ross 
Inscr. ined. IL 147, a Samian, Dittenb. Syl. 396 (but”Aparos Erythr. 206 B 44), 
᾿Αρήτη Olbia, Bechtel 133, Δημάρητος Hat. Delos 56, Styra 19,29, Avedpynros Hat. 
Hrd. 54, has κατήρητος, which Brugmann (in Meister’s Herodas p. 876) 
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explains as derived from ἀρή on the principle referred to in ὃ 165, note. 
The final a of Attic apa is difficult. It may be mentioned that Schulze 
Q. E. 90 derives it from *apafa. See Danielsson Epigraphica p. 41. 164 
footnote 3: in regarding the a of Attic κάλη as long, I have followed L. & S. ; 
but whence they derive their authority for this quantity I do not know. 
From the ancient grammarians we learn merely that the Attic form is κάλη. 
The congener is haull rupture (as in Hippokr.) found in the Older Edda. 
κἄλη might be regarded as καβελ-, khan as Kafa-. If κάλη has &, it is from 
KaFA-. Hesychios does not refer καλάζω or κάλαμα to any dialect. 165 4: 
κἄλός is found on a Delian inscription (53,) and in Herodas 7:5. To the 
occurrences of κᾶλός in Herodas, add 1;,. The word always has its initial 
syllable in the arsis of the second foot, except in 7,,;. Kallimachos has 
14 cases of κᾶἄλός, 8 of κἄᾶλός, Bion 5 and 11 respectively; 7 f.b.: γλάσσα 
<vyaAaxia, is the correct form, and is reported by Et. Mag. 558,). Homer, 
Hadt., Hippokr., Miletos 100,, Aischrion 1, ὅθ. have the common form 
γλῶσσα. With yadooa, cf. γλάσσων" μωρός, ἀνούστατος, in Zonaras 439. Has 
kapls, Ananios 52, its ap from apf? ἀκολουθήσας Hipponax 55 B has an 
ἃ that I cannot explain, if the reading is correct. 168 to f.b.: for not 
read may be, and cf. appendix to p. 163. 169 13: ef. παμπησία Ekkles. 868. 
170 2: in later Greek yn was regarded as cacophonous. Cf. ἀηδιζόμην for 
ἠηδ-, Hdn. Il 787. Schmidt K. Z. XXV 23 supposes an inflection dvér 
whence ἠήρ, ἠέρα, and dvérds or ἄυγόβ whence Homeric αὔρη. Schulze Q. L. 67 
thinks ἀήρ is due to a like contamination as that which produced yap, Wapds 
from ψήρ, ψᾶρός (cf. K. Ζ. XXV 20); but on p. 27 he can give no reason for 
the retention of the ἃ in ἀήρ and in Hom. δυσᾶής. Hesychios has ἦρα᾽ τὸν 
ἀέρα, an Ionic gloss; 3 f.b.: analogy with βασιλέος would better serve 
to explain veds = veds. 174 note 1: omelpns Papyr. dw Louvre 69 C 7, C. 1. G. 
3132, 3615, 5050, Arch. Zeit. XXXVII 136, no. 269, Papers Amer. School ΤΙ 
no. 33, 7, βεκτούρης edict of Diocl. J. H. 5. XI 317. 175 23: Kiihner-Blass 
cite ἀτελέην from Eretria, Ἔφημ. épx. 1890, 196 ff.; 30: the Teian inscription 
may date before 350 8. Ὁ. 176 4: Hrd. 4,5 has ὑγιΐῃ, not ὑγιίῃ as stated, 
with an anapaest in the fifth foot. In 4; Ὑγίζα is possible. In 40; Meister 
reads byi(a), a form found in Kos 345,, (Paton and Hicks). The passage 
is however quite uncertain (perhaps ὑγιῆ = ὑγιε(ί)η). The form ὑγίῃ is from 
ὑγιΐῃ rather than from ὑγιίῃ as stated. 177 1 (cf. p. 200, 4 f.b.): Schulze 
Q. E. 489 calls attention to the fact that the penult of Attic fepela is never 
long beyond doubt, and proposes to read fepéa for -ia. With ἱερῆ, cf. Μελλιερῆ, 
παριερῇ (ἢ) Plutarch (an seni 24); 6: for Hdt. read Ionic. 179 7 : πρηυμενής 
Kaibel 618,) (late). Pausan. VII 18, 5 even gives Πρευγένης as the name of 
the father of the ancient Agenor, and on a late Spartan inscription (Ὁ. I. G. 
1253) we find Πρευκλητία. 180 15 f.b.: dele Αἰγινῆται. 181 το ἢ. b.: 
read 1, for gg. 185 20: ἶσος or rather ἴσσος, in Homer is from *Firefos 
(cf. § 395), which contains the weak stem of Feidos, FelSoum. Of. Bechtel 
Philol. Anzeiger 1886, p. 15, Brugmann Grundriss II p. xiii. The objection to 
the old explanation from βίσξος, a form preserved in Kretan, is that medial 
oF does not become oo(c). Schulze Q. 8. 88 asserts that when of follows 
the accent, it becomes σσίσ), but when the accent follows, of disappears 
with lengthening of the preceding vowel (ids from *iofés, vads from vaoF ds ; 
but both forms may have had originally a long radical vowel). This law 
is not borne out by the facts, and Schulze himself (p. 55) regards *ef Fade 
as the descendant of *éoFade. Homer uses ἶσος (ἴσσος) in the arsis only, 
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except in a single instance (Q 607). Et. M. 477,) says: εὕρηται τὸ ι μακρὸν καὶ 
βραχύ: παρὰ μὲν τῷ ποιητῇ ἀεὶ μακρὸν, παρὰ δὲ τοῖς πεζολόγοις βραχύ. καὶ παρὰ 
τοῖς ἐποποιοῖς εὕρηται καὶ συνεσταλμένον ὧς παρὰ Καλλιμάχῳ. παρὰ δὲ τοῖς 
τραγικοῖς καὶ κωμικοῖς συστέλλεται ἀεὶ τὸ τι. κατὰ δὲ ἰαμβικοὺς ἐπαμφοτερίζει. 
Hesiod has ἔσος W. D. 752, Theognis in 678, Kallimachos ἔσος and ἶσος, each four 
times, Theokritos both. In Babrios we find ἶσος once (15),), ἴσος 352, 677, 
and [106,,]. In Herodas the word occurs four times, but of these 2,, is the 
only passage showing the quantity. Here the original reading ἐρᾷς μὲν tows 
was changed by the copyist, who inserted σύ before μέν. The recent editors 
of Herodotos accept ἴσος, except Holder, whose ἶσος is not well supported 
in the MSS.; 25: Ἑρμίας occurs in a verse attributed to Hipponax by Suidas 
(Bergk II 362). It is however not certain that the verse is a choliambic ; 
8 f.b.: Hrd. has only γίνομαι (157, 735, I 2), Babrios only γινώσκω, γίνομαι. 
186 7: Homer has βραχίων N 532, the Aithiopis frag. 3, κυδίονα, Theog. κάκτον 
811, 1175, Sim. Keos epigr. 142; κάλλιον, Babrios 56, καλλίων. See Schulze 
Q. E. 300; 8: ξυνίετε has the 7 of Fiewa: (§ 699). In Ananios 5 the tetrameter 
ends, according to the MSS., in v. 3 with κρέας, v. 4 with ἐσθίειν, v. 5 with 
κἀλωπέκων, for which are substituted κρεῖας and ἀλωπήκων. 187 (§ 199): see 
on p. 155 above ; last line : add ὕ by crasis, as in χὐποδημάτων Hrd. 747; 4 ἢ. Ὁ. : 
κλῦθι, Which occurs in Archil. 75, Anakr. 76, Empedokl. 75, Theog. 4, 13, 
is the Homeric form. In the epos its place is always at the beginning of 
the verse. Solon 13, makes use of the epic κλῦτε, but post-Homeric Ionic 
refrains from employing the form. Whatever the explanation of κλῦτε, κλῦθι 
must be held to represent a pre-Hellenic contamination of ἔκλευθι and ἔκλυθι; 
and not a metrical licence. κλύω occurs in Phoinix of Kolophon 2,, at the 
end of the choliambiec, and Eudokia, whose metrical sins are many, counten- 
ances the same quantity in II 323. For κλύω in Phoinix, ᾿κούω has been 
suggested by Schulze Q. Ε. 332, who has treated in full the verbs in -vw. 
188 1: Schulze Q. E. 5 derives ὀρσοθύρη from -dupia. ὀρσοθὕρη has no suffix. 
Cf. πλημμὺῦρίς by the side of πλήμμῦρα <-vpia; 3: σκῦλος is correct ; cf. σκῦλον 
and σκύλος ; 14: Θεοδώτης Thasos 77 A 8 may be correct. Cf. Θεοδώτας in 
Keil’s An. epigr. et onom. 106; (§ 201): the stem πλεῖ in Homer and Hdt. 
belongs to the present, mAwf to the aorist and perfect ; 7 f.b.: read θῶκος. 
θῶκος is from θόξακος, Which may be read in Homer £ 14, ε 3,0 468. 19012: 
for six read nine. For a discussion of οὖν ὦν, see § 716. 192 11: Hrd. 54 
has ᾿Αχᾶϊκάς in agreement with Simonides’ ’Aydins. Meister would even 
read ᾿Αχᾶΐη, -aixés in Hat. (ef. EvBoikds). 193 16 f.b.: ναῖον is not an 
example in point. When an apparent diphthong is formed by the glide 
iota, a long syllable is not the result. Φαιέννου is v--, Παμφαίης —v— &e. 
νάω is from *ydFiw, of which νἄξω is a by-form. Cf. κλαίω and κλάω. Schulze 
Ὁ. Bake 195 19: for 609 read 608; 1. 22: ef. ὃ 517. 197 8: ἀτελέην 
Eretria Ἔφημ. apx. 1890, p. 196 ff. Swxparéa is the name of a Parian woman, 
Kaibel 218, (second century 4. D.). 198: δριμέα is not used by Hdt. 
Insert ἰθεῖαν Hrd. 5,3, πλατεῖαν Hrd. 6:5. With τραχῆαν, cf. γλυκῆαν Hrd. 4,, 
Ἡδῆαν Delos, B. C. H. VI 338, no. 41, maxna Sappho 55, ofja, Bapja Ahrens 
II 163, ταχῆος An. Ox. I 34133, πολιτῆαν ὃ 232. 199 5: ifit can be proved 
that the feminine follows the inflection of the masculine, the exception 
ταχεῶν vanishes, and a change is necessary in the statement made in § 124. 
In Longinos περὶ ὕψους 32, 3 θρασέων has support. Cf. Diels Das dritte Buch 
d. aristotelischen Rhetorik 26, and Usener Index lect. Bonn. 1850-81, viii. Meister 
Herodas 826 thinks that the -ea forms for -ea are due to a confusion 
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with the masculine which took its rise from such collocations as θήλεα ἵππον. 
Greg. Kor. p. 440 quotes as Ionic τῶν θηλέων ἵππων μίαν ; 19: for 13 read 14; 
Hrd. 35, has πλέω; τὸ f.b.: ᾿Αμαλθίη may be treated like an abstract noun 
in -im, whereas ᾿Αμαλθείης is comparable to -em, -ed. Cf. mpoundin and. 
προμηθείη. Babrios has ᾿Αμαλθείης 108,,, ἀλήθεια, -elns, but ᾿Αληθίην 126, which 
may be added to the list on p. 196. An instance of the disappearance of ε is 
Κλεοῦς Hrd. 39. from *KAefid; 1 f.b.: Hippokr. has τελει- e.g. II 124, 306. 
200 1: read 345; 11 and 17: on μουνογενέην, ἀδελφεός see add. to p. 235; 14 
f.b.: with εὐμαρέη cf. ἀτελέη, add. Ὁ. 175; 3 f. b.: read Πανάκη and cf. 
B. P. W. 1892, p. 1411. 201 (ὃ 220): add νειώς Samos, Mitth. VIL 367 ff, 
εἰάν Teos, Mitth. XVI 292, 1. το, Iasos, Greek Inscript. in the British Musewm IIL τ 
no. 440, 2, 3. Hellanikos 39 has Θειομένητα, whose εἰ may be epic as the 
numerous examples of @eo- in Alexandrian literature and in Kaibel’s Epi- 
grammata. This θειο- is different from θειόν cited from the inscription from 
Priene, in that the initial syllable is long; 13 f.b.: βασιλείοιν Septem 820 
in M contains an example of the glide iota; so also εἴωσε = woe in Hesychios. 
202 1: εἴαρος may be an imitation of Fetapoyds, whose εἰ is certainly due 
to the ictus. It is found in the Anakreontea 427, Babrios 131;. «fap blood 
stands for jap < ésar, as θείομεν for θήομεν. The Kyprian form is ἔαρ; whose 
e is from ἡ. εἰρεσίη, which in Homer is due to metrical licence, appears 
in Hdt. I 203, 11 11, [V 110 and even in Thuk. VII 14. An analogous case 
is στειλαιός Hippokr. III 444, VIII 216 with the εἰ of Homeric στειλειή. 
I know of no etymology which will render the εἰ of these words a spurious 
diphthong due to compensatory lengthening. Babrios [141,] has στελεά. 
203 6 f.b.: ξεῖνος Hrd. 253, 95. Names in ξειν-, partly through influence of 
the epic, have extended their range to dialects, to which the spurious εἰ 
isnot native, Cf. Attic Ξενοκλῆς Ξείνιδος, Rhodian Ξείνιος, Ξεινιάδας, Καλλίξεινος, 
and ἘΞεινώ in an inscription from Karpathos. Πρόξενος Ἐεινιάδου occurs on 
an inscription found near Kyzikos, B. C. H. XII 189, 18. 204 τό: read 
Στενύκλαρος, which, like στενυγρός, is formed from orey + the suffix νυ. The 
spirant F does not pass into v in such positions as στενᾷ + consonant ; 
20: after οὕνεκα, insert dc.; footnote 1: add Pseudo-Plutarch Life of Homer 
1075 B (where μεῖλαν is wrongly added, the 1 being due to the ictus in 
μείλανι Q 70). 205 4: εἴριον Hrd. 8,3; but ἔριον 6.2. Theokritos too has 
both forms. Hdt. has εἰρίνεος. 208 10: on the second εἰ of Εἰλειθυίηι, and 
on Εἰθύμαχος, see now ὃ 392. The first εἰ of Εἰλειθυίηι is borrowed from 
Homer, where it is the result of the same metrical production as that 
appearing in εἰλήλουθα. Ἐἰλειθυίηι occurs again in Delos, B. C. H. 1890, 399. 
209 18 f.b.: read before ε, ἡ, εἰ. This « appears as τ e.g. in Herakleian 
ἐξεπόϊον, Boiot. ποϊόμενος ; 9 f. b,: Anakr. 60 may be read ποιήσεις. Hrd. has 
ποεῦσα in 69), and ten cases of woi-. Babrios 26, 129,, has ἠλόησε, but ἠλοία 
98,5, ἀλοιῆσας 122,,. Schulze Q. H. 52 distinguishes ἀλοιάω strike from ἀλοιάω 
thresh, the latter verb often losing its 1 in Attic. 210 4: Hippokr. II 364 
has fon; 16; the existence of such doublets as πνοή <avofa and πνοιά, πνοά 
“«πνοριᾶ might tend to produce the inconsistency we observe between ποίῃ 
&c. and χλόη, φθόη. It is not clear why Plato (I 652 Kock) should adopt 
an Ionic φθόη. Perhaps, as in the case of χλόη, the Attic dialect lost the 
intervocalic 1 before the law of the Attic ἃ came into existence. 211 11 fb: 
ef. Schulze Q. EZ. 29. 215 6 f.b.: we should write δήαλκος, Δείαλκος in 
order to reach AéaAkos. 218 6: κατείπει Chios, B. P. W. 1889, 11094 ff. 
Cf. Stolz 1, F, Il 154, Biicheler R. M. XLI 119; last line: ὀρέσκοος <-wos, 
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Archil. in Lexicon Messan. R. ΜΠ. XLVII 400. 219 L: αὐτῶι, αὐτοῖ, Tor δήμοι 
occur in two early Eretrian inscriptions (Ἔφημ. apy. 1890, 196, 200); 10: 
Hekat. 353 has κῆυξ and so Babrios 115), but Lykophron Alex. has καύηξ 425, 
741, 780. 220 last line: κυέοσα Kos, Paton and Hicks 3757, 61" 221 5: 
ἱερεός and Εὀπαθίδης (not on coins) belong in § 246, 2 (fourth century); 7 f.b.: 
cf. ἀγρυπνέυοντα (sic) υ. 1. Theog. 471, ἐπολευόμην Babrios 128,,, 1293, θορυβευύ- 
μενον v.l. Hippokr. 1X 360, σαλευμένη conj. Archil. 102 for -ευομένη. 222 9: 
Hipponax λεύειν (υ -) in the Anecdota Graeca of Studemund and Schoell p. 45. 
If in σαλευμένη, Archil. 102, evo became eo and then ev, we have the most 
advanced stage of the process. Photios cites σαλέω, the denominative from 
σάλος, and from it the form in Archil. may possibly be derived. 223 13: 
[ΠΣ]τρουθίης Styra, I. G. A. 372, 355, from στρουθός Samos 220,53. 224 9: ef. 
§ 716; tof. Ὁ. : ef. κὠνομαστόν in Phoinix of Kolophon 1,,. 225 2: OREHS 
on an archaic inscription from Amorgos, B. C. H. XII 235, no. 9, does not 
settle the difficulty as regards the ov of οὖρος. So far as the evidence in Ionic 
is concerned, there is only one form in ov (ἐν οὔρεσι Simon. Amorg. 14,) that 
may not be referred with certainty to the influence of the epos, where οὖρος 
may be ascribed to ictus lengthening. If ὄρος is the Ionic prose form, then 
the passage in Simonides must be epic too, and one of the rare epic reminis- 
cences in trimeter. ἐν οὔρεσι occurs also in Sappho 94 (hexameter), where 
ὄρρεσι May be correct, and in Pindar Pyth. VI 21. Outside of Ionic, all 
that makes for the loss of a spirant after p is épos, whose appearance in 
Theokritos and Kallimachos, Ahrens II 162 regards as hyper-Doric (secundum 
analogiam a poeta fictum). However this may be, ᾿Ωρείθυια is not an Alexandrian 
figment. ’Opei- or Οὐρει- do not occur, so the word remains a puzzle. πέτρας 
ὀρείας in Hipponax is of course the proper form if ὄρος was used in prose. The 
phrase recurs in Euripides’ Hek. 1110. Hdt. has ὀρεινός I 110 in all MSS. 
ovpos in Hdt. is never supported by MS. consensus, and is never found 
in AB, rarely in Rs, very often in z alone; 22: οὖροι τεμένους (sic) Iasos, 
Mitth. XIV τοῦ, no. 61, οὖρος Theog. 826, Theokr. XXV 27, ὅρος Hrd. 2:5. 
The old Kretan form is épovs Mon. Ant. 150. οὔρεια, ovpedwyt probably belong 
to fFopdw. The asper in Attic ὅρος is due to the influence of the article ; 
9 f.b.: read all MSS. Δούριδος is the name of a Samian in C. Curtius’ Samische 
Inschriften no. 13; 3 f.b.: insert ᾿Απατούρια (addition to p. 70). 226 8 f.b.: 
for ‘we look... form’ read: Hdt. has no case of οὖλος in the MSS., always 
ὅλος 6.0. 11 126, 1V 64. daAloloxep' a] Keos 437 may be Ionic as the inserip- 
tion contains scarcely a trace of Atticism ; but ὁλοσχερής in Hippokr. IX τού 
need not be Ionic. A difference between Herakleitos and Herodotos in 
respect of the form of the word would be highly remarkable. Skt. sarvas 
should be represented in Ionic by οὖλος only. The scholiast on Nikander’s 
Ther. 377 reports that Herodas used οὔλῃ in the verse οὔλῃ κατ᾽ ἰθὺ βατηρίῃ 
καλύψῃ (read κνάψῃ). The papyrus (Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 85) has oAne at the 
beginning of this verse. In the other passages where the word occurs (312, 
512» 67) and the papyrus has odos, the ov-form would suit the metre equally 
well. Aratos 717 has οὖλος, but Theokritos and Kallimachos make use of 
ὅλος only; 17 ἢ. ἃ: in epic parody Epicharmos may use Ionic vocalism, 
e.g. bea χανὸς κἀλεκτορίδων πετεηνῶν Lor. p. 280 (no. 73), und ἐν πέντε κριτᾶν 
γούνασι κείται according to Ahrens (no. 161 c), whereas Lorenz thinks γούνασι 
κείται does not belong to the fragment; ef. also Lor. p. 253 no. 2 (= Ahrens 
88) and pp. 134 ff. 227 10: read 78 B6 for 78 Bii; 9f.b.: Πουλυτίων may 
be due to the influence of the epic names in MovAv- which have choriambic 
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measure. Examples of names in prose whose forms are due to epic authority 
are: Πειρίθοος, Τειρεσίας, Εἰρέσιον, Εἰλατίων, Εἰλείθυια. Latin polypos inclines 
us to believe that πούλυπος is a folk’s etymology. 228 15 f.b.: the Samian 
8500 is the Attic form of the Ionic οὐδοῦ threshold (Hdt. I 90), not from 
ὀδός way. οὐδός threshold was adopted by the Kowh (Jahrbticher, Suppl. XVI 799, 
Heliodoros Aithiop. I 29, IL 3, scholiast Oid. Kol. 163, 192). In the Jon 
of Plato 535 B, an epic passage, we find οὐδόν ; and in Aristotle’s Metaph. H 
chap. 2, 3 this form of the word occurs. The etymology of οὖδας is uncertain. 
Hdt. III 14 borrows the epic phrase ἐπὶ γήραος οὐδῷ, as does Plato in the 
Republic 328 E: but the Attic form is ὁδῷ (Menander IV 264, Lykurgos Leokr. 
§ 40, Hyperides XX (XIX) 14) where we find ἐπὶ γήρως 659. προσουδίζω in 
Hat. V 92 (y) and the Hesychian ὠδόν also point to a form derived from 
a5F-, i.e. a spurious diphthong ov, not an ov lengthened to suit the metre. 
See Schulze Q. BE. 114, 517. The etymology of νοῦσος (Old Norse snaudr) 
mentioned is that of Bezzenberger G@. G. A. 1887, p. 419. 230 I1: in ὃ 565, 
2 the wv forms are shown to have come from the dat. 233 14: examples 
of tmesis (Greg. Kor. 446, Vat. 699) are: ἀπὸ yap ἂν ὄλοιτο τὸ ὕγιές Melissos 13, 
Hat. ΤΙ 39, 40, 47, 87 (with ὧν), Archil. 9, 70, Hipponax 32, 61, Simon. Amorg, 
26, Anakr. 50,, 58, 72, 80, Hrd. 35, is, 95, 418) 207 499 08) 1: Of. Meister 
Herodas p. 678; 16: ef. footnote 2 p. 463 and Schulze Q. E. 443. 234 3: 
ἠχέεντα το. are from -nevta. In Περίκλεες, ee is from efe and hence open, 
as in ἔδεε, cf. ὃ 637, 2. «fe is contracted in εἰρέθην, § 634, 5; 4fb.: hiatus 
is allowed in the case of μηδὲ ἕν Hrd. 17, and οὐδὲ εἷς 143. Aphaeresis occurs 
in δεῖ ᾽νδὸν 7109. 235 1: νέην Hrd. Class. Rev. V 481 frag. 5), νεηνίσκοι Loo 5 
5: ἱερὴ ὃ 219, 9 and appendix to p.177. On énya &e. see ὃ 582; 12: κερδαλέᾶ 
is the proper Attic form; cf. véa from véfa. The loss of F between vowels 
in Attic (except when o precedes) is older than the change of ἡ to a (or ἃ to ἡ 
and then back again to @), whereas the loss of the spirant after liquids (κόρη) 
is later than this change. See Solmsen K. Ζ. XXXII 519, 520, who there 
treats of ἀδελφεός. Adjectives in -adeos lost F ποὺ, (§§ 287, 3, 311); 15: 
ἀδελφεῇ Hippokr. V 94; 13 f.b.: read γενῆς Hrd. 2), 454, γενῇ 252. It would 
seem to follow from Kretan yovedy (Museo Ital. IIL 736, 1. 3-4) that this word 


as well as yevea has lost F not ¢. 236 4: Ῥέη may he for * Ῥήη <* ‘Pha. 
Ῥείη occurs in Babrios 1379. 237 3: synizesis auapre? ἡ Hrd. 4,;. 2880: 
synizesis in τριτηἡμήρῃ Hrd. 65), οἷ, 35. 239 14: the examples of -ουχος 


are from -(c)oxos, not from -(F)oxos; 25: διπλόον Hrd. 25, but διπλοῦν 2.5. 
ὀρέσκοος <-qwos in Archil., R. M. XLVII 406 (Lex. Messan.); 11 f. b.: synizesis 
in βίου ὄνησις Hrd. γε. 24017: synizesis χρί élw ὅτι Hrd. 5,. 242 19 f.b.: 
the occurrences of the crasis of a+ « = ἡ in Herodas may, it is true, be Dorie, 
so far as the laws of erasis go; but the mixture of a+. to ἡ in later literature 
is so frequent as to render it improbable that we have here to deal with 
a special loan from the Dorie of Kos. κὴρᾶν is found in Phoinix 2,0, κἢν 
in the Anthology over twenty times, and κὴἠγώ, κὴἠπί and κὴξ are not infre- 
quent. κἠπέμυσ᾽ occurs in Kallimachos epigr. 41, κὴν in Kaibel 559;, κῆπόθεον 
550, kc. Schulze Q. LE. 472 proposes to refer this form of crasis to the late 
pronunciation of καί as ke. Meister (Herodas p. 788) prefers to regard the 
crasis as comparable to that which lengthens the initial vowel of the 
following word (xumd, dpa § 716), and compares κἤμε, κὴν in Aiolic. But in 
Herodas τὰ Ὁ ἐ- results in τάς, never in τῆ- ; 18: with Anakr. 85, ef. γὰρ af 
᾿Ἐφεσίου Hrd. 47.3; 16: read κέγ γῆι nev θαλάσσηι 1. 6, but κἀμοί 1. 17, The 
elision of a takes place only before two consonants in this ancient papyrus 
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(cf. Meister 789). 243 6 f.b.: the reference ὃ 182 belongs after 6 in 1. 8. 
Homeric δἄΐδων δαΐδας may be derived from the old nom. daFis, or they 
arise from 6a(1)i-, since au may become ai or &, a. In no. 193 Bechtel edits 
᾿Αθηναΐς «᾿Αθηναιίς in B.C. H. XIII 431, no. 3 (Imbros). ᾿Αθηνάς had been 
possible; 5 : synizesis παῦσαι ἱκαναί Hrd. 3.,, crasis κἰησώ Hrd. Ἂς, χἰλαρή 149+ 
244 3: ἀΐδιον occurs in Empedokles 2, where its α is under the ictus, and in 
Halikarn. 240,;; 7: the old inflection of ἀΐω was as follows: present *aFelow, 
whence gw, second aorist *&fFicov, participle aiéy. The old present occurs 
in Hippokr. VIII 354 ἐπαείει (so @ without the accent), the first aorist 
(ἤξεισα) may be sought in ἐπῇῆσε (ef. § 703 end), or this form may be derived 
from the later present ἀΐω (ᾷω) which is found in Hippokr. VIL 120, ἐπᾶίω 
in Attic is lengthened from érdw under the influence of ἀΐω in Homer ; 
12: read ᾿Αχαϊκάς (sc. πέδας); 19 f.b.: Demokr. 137 has σωφρονέουσι, Herakl. 
106, 107 σωφρονεῖν That F was the intervening spirant is now certain from 
Kyprian Safordéfns. Contraction probably ensued when neither a nor 
o was accented, as in σωφρονεῖν (ef. defyws). The w of σώφρων is borrowed 
from σωφρονεῖν or σωφρόνων. Spitzer Lautlehre des Arkadischen 43 regards owfF- 
as the strong form of caf-, and the numerous names in Sw- as formed 
directly from the former. It may be noted that Lykophron Alex. 679 has 
σαώσει ; 15: Boiotian θιαωρίαν (Oropos, Ἔφημ. apx. 1892, 33 no. 62) shows 
that θηξᾶξωρός is the ground-form of Ionic θεωρός, θευρός and Doric θεᾶρός. 
θυρωρός in Hdt. 1120 is from θυρᾶξωρός (Hom. Ovpdwpds). Hdt. III 72, 156 
has (v.1.) πυλωρός = Hom. πυλᾶωρός (ὃ 279). Kiihner-Blass II 588 (on p. 326) 
erroneously think that -ουρός is the second part of the compound (πυλαουρός 
v. 1. 2 681) and that the ὦ is due to assimilation. Hesychian πυλευρός may 
be from πυληωρός, πυλαυρός from mvAawpds or -opds. 245 11 f. b.: χὴἠρακλῆς 
Hrd. 29, = καὶ - 6+ ‘Hp-. 246 17 f.b.: Λεάνακτος and Aeddns are derived 
from An(fo)Fa-; 6: Hippokr. has ἀλητοειδής V 720 from ἀλεξα- (cf. Hesych. 
ἄλητον' ἄλευρον. Ἡγῆναξ appears in Smyrna 153,35 (cf. ᾿Αγῆναξ Kos 49). 
Hrd. 6,95 has γλυκέας. 247 20: on ἐνδεᾶ, see §§ 5333, 5363; last line: ef. 
§ 716. 248 3: dele the sentence and ef. p. 567 footnote; 17: for 453 read 
454. 249 3: Hrd. employs synizesis in 7 ᾿Αρτακηνή 7o2, aphaeresis in 
ἤδη ᾽φαμαρτεῖς 54, (cf. αὐτὴ ἀπό 64, 7 ἀστός 2,); 22: Θρέϊσσα Hrd. 170 is from 
Θρήισσα. 250 16 ἢ Ρ.: add ἐπῇσε p. 588; 5: Hrd. 6,, has κλεῖσον, Hippokr. 
κληίω and κλείω. 251 9: Hrd. 769 has ῥῃδίως, Hdt. IL 121 (a) ῥηι-.-. For 
ῥηστώνη we must read ῥηι- or py-; 20: Hrd. has τῇ ἰδίῃ 54; by synizesis. 
253 14 f.b.: Κλεοφῶντος Thasos 78 B 12, κλέος Hrd. in Class. Rev. V 481, 
frag. 6,. 254 8: θεορός Paros, Arch.-epigr. Mitth. aus Oesterreich XI 187, no. 2 
(ef. Mitth. aus Athen XV 75). The latest attempt at explaining the inter- 
relation of εο, ev, ew in Ionic is that of Schulze Q. 1. 145, who sees in these 
forms nothing but differences of orthography. Schulze would even read 
AcwoéBeo Chios 177, and not -eo!s], though no other instance of -eo for -ev 
in the genitive is known. In Eretria 16 C 43 we find ᾿Αρχέλεος (cf. the 
epigram attributed to Sophokles: ᾿Αρχέλεως᾽ ἣν γὰρ σύμμετρον ὧδε λέγειν) 
whose eo cannot well be very different from the ew of Λεωσέβεοϊ 5. Parallel 
with Λευτυχίδης for Λεωτυχίδης, the form of the name used by Pausanias 
and other writers for the native Doric Λατυχίδας, is Leuchares in Pliny 
XXXIV 7, 19 = Λεωχάρης Loewy 77-83, and 320-321 (the later artist). εὸ 
appears for ew<~7o in the first part of compounds outside of Ionic, ὁ. 9. Acopdpos 
Hesychios (Aew- MSS. exira ord.), ἀρχιερεοσύνη C. 1, G. 5001, 5006, veoxdpos in 
Delphi; ef. eo for ew<no in ὀρειοκόμος, γειοκόμος in Hesychios. Confusion 
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between o and w is very common in Attic inscriptions after I00 B.C. (6. 9. 
Acovlins, Aeovas, Λεοντίδος from λέων), but Λεοντίς comes to light as early 
as 320-17 B.c. (C. I. A. 11 8356). Other cases of ew for eo (§ 248, and Βραβέως 
in § 500, note) are too infrequent or singular to permit us to assume that 
the dialect adopted either eo or ew at the pleasure of the writer or speaker. 
Schulze’s explanation of ἱερέως as an analogue of the forms containing 
ew = εο = ev is false (§ 477). Outside of the genitive, ew became eo, ev when 
the accent followed; and it is more likely that the source of the change 
is not to be sought, with Bechtel, in the genitive, but in compounds whose 
ew did not bear the accent; 21: in Hrd. δες the verse ends ἑορτὴν ἐξ ἑορτῆς, 
with which cf. Ion frag. 21 Nauck: ἐνιαυσίαν γὰρ δεῖ we τὴν ἑορτὴν (Dindorf 
ὁρτὴν) ἄγειν. Meister would explain ὁρτή from ἑορτή (ef. Hdn. Il 1855, 56124) 
as voovds from veocods. See appendix to p. 255. Ἑορτή occurs on a late 
inscription from southern Phrygia, Mitth, XVIII 206, no. 2, and éopraty 
in Babrios 1323. 255 24: Meister (Herodas p. 813) proposes to modify the 
‘law’ of Wackernagel in respect of the contraction or non-contraction 
of names compounded with @eo- (K. Z. XXTX 138) to the effect that @eo-, 
when followed by two consonants, became @o-, provided the accent fell 
originally neither upon e nor 0; but when the accent falls on o, then Θεο- 
either remains @eo- or becomes @o-. When a single consonant follows, Θεο- 
remains @co- or becomes @e- (accented). Θόκλος Styra 192), would, on this 
view, follow the pattern of Θοκλῆς C. D. I. 3028, and Θοδίων Styra 1937, might 
reflect Θεοδβίων (cf. Hom. θεουδής and Διοδῆς C. 1. A. I 322, 2 where Kirchhoff 
reads Διώδης) ; but Κλόδεινος Styra 199, violates the proposed rule, which 
is observed, according to Meister, in *Eroxaé[ns] Styra 19,;, in ὁρτή from ἑορτή, 
and in νοσσός from νεοσσός. Τὺ, has νεοσσ- ΤΙ 68, IIL 111 but νοσσ- I 159. 
vooo- occurs also in Panyasis (Kinkel 264, no. 26), Aischylos frag. 110, 
in the Anthol. Pal. IX 346, 2, 567, 2, the Septuagint, and Diodoros II 4, 
III 69. Respect for the etymology caused the rule of Phrynichos (287 R.) 
and made possible the retention of veo- where the metre requires yo- (Birds 
547). Hrd. has vooo- 699, 22) 33) 751: 12) γεοσσ- (uv - 748, Babrios νεοσσ- (u—) 
88,, 118,; 4 f.b.: some MSS, have Θεόγνιδος. 257 (8 288): the fusion of νη- 
and ὁθ- (#6-) produced νωθής Hdt. TIL 53, Babrios 9515; νωθρίη Hrd. 4,5. 
Cf. 606s° ταχέως in Hesychios. 258 18: on θεωρός see app. to p. 244; 
27 : ON Aewpyd, See § 716, s.v. Aclws (λέως); 15 f. b.: other examples of ew are 
Λεωμέδοντος Hrd. 47, λεωφόρος Chios 175 as Rhesos 881, ἀλεωρή Hrd. 2555 
ἐννέωροι 85, ταχέως 311, Jo (Second foot: ef. 747 first, 36, δι fifth foot), 
whereas ἡδέως Iz) is open; νεωκόρῳ 400 (ef. addenda to p. 146), γναφέως 415; 
σκυτέων Tq, ἱ Οδ)]υσσέως Class. Rev. V 48τ, frag. 316, γονέων Theog. 1330; 
8 f.b.: Δεωκούρην (?) Hrd. 15. <Ano-<Ado-. Δηώ is a clip-name of Δημήτηρ 
(Kallim. frag. 48 has δΔηωΐνη), Δήω of Δηϊάνειρα ; 2 f.b.: Ποσειδεῶνος Β. C. H. 
XVI 323 Chios (late); on the thematic verbs with stems ending in ἃ or 7, 
which show @, see ὃ 687, 1, 2. It is maintained by many scholars that in 


these verbs ὦ is the result of the contraction of ew< no. 260 7: Hrd. has 
ew ἴῃ ἐντελέως 410; ἐπιμηθέως 39,. Hence we read gaplé\ws 7.1; and so 
ἐκτεν[ ἐϊως Vita Hom. 7; 13: θεῶν Hrd. Fin but θεῶν 130, 475. 261 13: 


Ταυρεών, name of a month in Samos, Kyzikos, and Sinope (Bischoff De fustis 
Graects 396, 400). Hrd. 7, has Ταυρεῶνος ; 17: to be noted is ewv as a single 
syllable in Hrd. 79). Meister thinks that ew in Hrd. is monosyllabic 
without exception. But the papyrus has only three cases of ewv and in two 
of these (25;, 573) it is dissyllabie (Meister oelalurfy and ἑ[αὐυτόν); 15 f.b.: 
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Παιήων Babrios 120;; synizesis in τῇ ὧδε Hrd. 44.3; 4 f.b.: Schmidt Neutra 
Pp. 147 regards Attic αὐθάδης, instead of αὐθώδης, as evidencing a desire 
to avoid confusion with the many words ending in -wdys. Other occurrences 
of -ὥναξ are: Πυθῶναξ Thas. (L.) το B 6, 13 A 9, Arch.-epigr. Mitth. aus Oesterr. 
XI 187, no. 1, 1, Πλειστῶναξ Chios 177,, ‘ABpaévat Thasos 81 A 5, Μητρῶναξ 
Smyrna 15329, Δημῶναξ Thas. (L.) 7 B 5, 14 A 6, B 3 (mot 145), Μοιρῶναξ 
Erythr. B. Ὁ. H. III 380 (late). 262 13: ofa=w also in θῶκος ὃ 202. Σῶνδρος 
Arkesine 32 is scarcely from co + av5pos. 263 13: Hdt. has (wypéw fourteen 
times, (ζωγρίη VI 28, 37. Homer has (wypéw Z 46, A131. For elsewhere with 
accented w, read the uncontracted form occurs only when the a is accented; 17: Hrd. 415 
has the hiatus ὦ ἄναξ, a formula restored in Phoinix 1,, by Crusius Herondae 
mimiambi p. 71 for ὦ ᾽ναξ of the manuscripts. 265 το: cf. § 716 on λείως 
(Aéws); 21: Meister Herodas 821 reads -opy- in all the compounds in Hdt. 
in which the accent does not fall either upon o or e, except in the Lakonian 
ἀγαθοεργοί which I have marked as a possible exception. This -opy- from 
-oepy- he proposes to explain by the principle mentioned in the addenda 
to p. 255. A thorough investigation of the subject can alone determine 
the correctness of this theory. δαμιεργός p. 265 last line Meister would 
explain as due to the operation of the same principle. The contraction 
of o+e to ov is certain when either vowel bore the accent, e.g. in κακοῦργος. 
From such forms, -ovpyos may have been transferred to forms where it was 
not properly in place, e.g. in Attic ἁλουργός. Schulze Q. Z. 498 has shown 
that the Samian ἅλοργός (mentioned in III A) represents the original form 
from »/req colour, dye (ῥέζω, ῥογεύς, Skt. rajyatt). That the Samians did not 
change ἅλοργός to ἁλουργός is due to the fact that they did not possess the 
form δημιουργός. 266 2: read II A for II B; 17: for Κλεούμπορος we 
should read Κλεόμπορος, which takes the place of Κλεέμπορος (Wackernagel 
Dehnungsgesetz Ὁ. 60); τι f.b.: as no certain case of μίοι) occurs in Hrd. we 
read μοι ᾽νεύχῃ 647 for ἐνεύχῃ. In 3¢3 the first foot is οὔ σοι ἔτ᾽. 267 7: Hdt. 
has also καταβωσόμενος VI 85 and βεβωμένος III 39; 12: Hdt. has νένωκα 
III 6, ἐνένωτο 1 77, ἐνένωντο VII 206, Apoll. Rhod. νώσατο IV 1409, Kallim. 
frag. 345 and Theokritos XXV 263 vwoduevos, The contraction is unknown 
to Homer in the case of νοέω ; vévwra Soph. frag. 191, γένωνται in the Σαμίων 
ὅροι, perhaps in νώβυστρα Hrd. 6, (cf. νουβυστικός in comedy). The contrac- 
tion did not ensue originally when either o or ἡ was accented (Meister 
Herodas p. 821). Of. above on p. 263, 13. Contraction also ensued in κατα- 
σβῶσαι Hrd. 5:9 according to Brugmann, Indogerm. Forsch. I 501 ff. σβω may 
however be the ablaut of σβη. πρῶν Hrd. 5, Kallim. choliamb. 84 (ὃ 297, 
2) is perhaps from ἔπρόην “πρώην. πρῴην is read in Babrios 6,, 111,, 1255, 
πρωϊνῶν 124,,; 10 f.b.: synizesis ληκύθου ἡμέων Hrd. 391. 268 13: οἰωνός is 
assimilated from ἀξίωνος (avis), Schmidt K. Z. XXXII 174; τὸ f.b.: ef. the 
Ἡροδότου λέξεις, Stein 11 456. 270 17; add Hrd. 1,3, 8,,, Kallim. 86. 
ipets occurs in Priene, Inscript. British Museum III 1, no. 401, 20. 271 15: 
though the ground-form of ipés is still uncertain, a contraction of 1+e 
to z may be confidently denied. The divorcement of ἱερός from ishirds 
attempted by Schulze Q. Z. 210 is improbable. 272 21: ἀείδειν Hippokr. 
VII 124, Hrd. Class. Rev. V 481, 6,, προσαείσειεν Hippokr. VI 482. ΘΘ Ὁ: 
Hrd. has ἀρεῖτ᾽ 361, ἄραις 571, ἤειρας Tes, Anakr. ἀρθείς τοι. Hippokr. has 
ἀείρω VIII 236 (aip 0), 354 (0), ἀερθείς 122 (ἀρ 0), 124, αἴρω V 646, VIII 144, 216, 
282, 328, 308, ἦρται 280, ἤρθην 11 24, 94, 236; Hat. has in the present ἀείρω 
I 204, IL 125, IIL 144, IV 150, VII 101, 143, 209, VIII 140, αἴρω VII το (m), in 
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the imperfect ἀείρω II 125, VIII 56, αἴρω IV 130(?), VI 133 (Ὁ), in the aorist 
ἀείρω I 87 (Ὁ), VI 14, 44, 126(?), VIL 132, 156, 212, VIII 94. ΙΧ ea act 
I go (?), IL 162 (?), VI 99, VIII 57, 60, IX 79, 107 in the aorist passive ἀείρω 
1 165, 170, VII 9 (y), ΙΧ 52, αἴρω I 90, 212, Υ 81, gi, VI 132, VII 18, 38, IX 49. 
Sim. Keos 111, has ἤρθην, Ion 3, ἀειράμενος ; 23: for Καερός read Kaépos ; 
24: Hom. paewds belongs after φᾶνός, which is also Ionic (Φανόθεμις, app. 
p. 285); 14 f.b.: [σ]όαι εἰσί synizesis Hrd. 65); 9 f.b.: Hadt. has κιθαρῳδός 
I 23, ῥαψῳδούς V 67, συνῳδόν V 92 (γν χρησμῳδέων VII 6 all foreign to the 
epic. On the other hand the open epic forms occur : ἀοιδός I 24, ἀοιδήν 1 202, 
II 79, ἀοίδιμος 11 79, 135, ἐπαοιδήν I 132; last line: xol Hrd. 4, = καὶ oi. 
Cf. Philokt. 565. χᾷ is prescribed by Et. M. 816. In Lysistr. 388 the MSS. 
have xoi, but the Lex. Messan., &. M. XLVII 411, cites the verse with χῴ. 
Both forms are possible. 274 14 f.b.: βούλῃ Hrd. 5, is the probable 
reading; 12 f.b.: δίζεαι is called Ionic for δίζηαι in the Lex. Messan., ἢ, M. 
XLVII 408 ; 8: 4. θεαί Hrd. 41, τό μευ αἷμα 57 in the second foot. 275 9 f.b.: 
δέ of Theog. 178, 391, οὐδέ of 1376 (cf. § 389); last line: θεούς Hrd. 7.9 but 
υ-- in γιρυ;» Κλεοῦς Hrd. 39, from Κλε(ξι)ώ. 276 7: καί μευ οὔτε Hrd. Is 
in the first foot. 277 3: Hrd. 5, has μαὐτόν ; 6 f.b.: ἐγῷμι Hrd. 5,5 is the 
better reading as shown by the circumflex over the ὦ in the papyrus; 5 f.b.: 
synizesis λέγω αὕτη Hrd. 445. 279 9 (after the table): here τ᾽ is read. 
282 2: δημορίων Oropos 185.3 6 f. b.: on Πελαργός, see Johansson Sprachkunde 
18 ff., whose arguments against the existence of rhotacism in the word seem 
well founded, whatever be thought of his etymology. 284 19 f.b.: dppos 
Galen, Lex. Hippokr. is from *dpoos, οὐρά from *épaa. ἐρρέθην (§ 634, 5) 
is not properly Ionic, being a contamination of Attic ἐρρήθην and Ionic 
εἰρέθην. [δια)ρραίνειν Keos 431. contains pp from op, whereas the single p of 
διαρανθῆι 1. 17 is due to the influence of the uncompounded ῥαίνω. Cf. ἰσόρ- 
poros and ἰσόροπος. Hrd. 6,4; has ἔρραψε where the metre calls for ἔραψε. 
285 5 f.b.: Φανόθεμις is the Ionic form, Kyzikos, B. C. H. XIV 535, no. 1, 6. 
That dialects other than Aiolic evinced a fondness for yy in names from 
gafes- may be inferred from the name of the Grace Φάεννα, Alkman Ios, 
Φάεννος Anth. Pal. IV 1, 29, C. I. G. 2306 (an Oinean), Φαεννίς Paus. X 12, Io, 
Φαεννώ Zosim. 11 36, 2. 290 7 f.b.: the representation of I. E. q by 
«x before a in the pronominal forms has been heretofore accepted as the 
specific peculiarity of the Ionic dialect. That Aiolic also employed « is now 
clear from the occurrence of ὄκαι on an archaic inscription (B. P. W. 1892, 
514). If Aiolic once possessed both forms and gradually displaced that with 
the guttural, Ionic may likewise have possessed both. 291 1: read κοῦ, 
xov-and for Hrd. 34, read 36); under ὅκως read Hippokr. II 64, 74, IIL 242, 
under dxotos dele Hrd. Ig. 292: Hippokr. VII 96, 378 has ὅπη. Hdt. 
has ποῖ or πῆ in all MSS. V 73. 294 15: κιθών occurs also Delos, B. C. H. 
XIV 480, n. 4 (κιτῶνος), Louvre papyri LIT 6, LIIL 1, 11, 15, LIV 1, 13, τό, 
in the Banks’ MS. of 0, Aegypt. Urkunden des Berlin. Mus. II 22, τό ff., Isaiah 
XXXVI 22, LXI 10 (Buresch Philologus LI 96). Here it is merely a late 
form, not specially Ionic ; 12 f. b.: κυθροπῶλαι Pollux VII 197 (in C), Κύθροι 
the Attic festival, C. I. A. III 11604 (192-193 a.p.); ef. Et. M. 54397. 
295 11 f.b.: οὐχί is also Homeric. The suffix is -χι, cf. Skt. nahi. 296 1: 
read T for K; 18: the form from the Behistan inscription does not prove 
that y is original in ’AyBdrava. 297 last line: ἐρδοίη (Ὁ) Amorgos, Mitth. 
XVIII 32, according to Diimmler. This would be the only case of 9 in 
a preposition, and before 6. 298 6: αὐτιγενής would seem to be an hyper- 
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Jonism due to the influence of αὖτις. αὖτις occurs also in Hrd. 4s7, and 
is referred to as Homeric by Suidas s.v. αὖθις; 8 f.b.: τωθάζω Hrd. 745. 
Kallim. in schol. Ven. A on IX 193 uses Τάμμας for “Adauas ; ef. Et. Gud. 
5224. 299 11 f.b.: the aspiration of the media in μηθέν &e. is due to such 
collocations as οὐθ᾽ of C. I. A. II 78904 (373 B.c.). After 330 8. 0. οὐθείς, μηθείς 
are the regular forms in Attic. The old forms reappear under the empire. 
Schmidt K. Ζ. XXXII 372 regards οὐθαμεῖ in Epidauros, C. D. I. 334050, 
μηθαμῶς in Korkyra 3206.5, μηθαμόθεν in Aitolia 1410; as evidencing the 
original asper, which has been lost in Ionic μηδαμοί &e. 302 7 f.b.: 
γέγραπφα Priene, Inscript. of the Brit. Mus. III 1, no. 412, 7. Such expansions 
of the aspirates are frequent on Hellenistic documents, 6. 9. συνδιαπεφύλακχεν, 
Mylasa, B. C. H. Ὗ το. 308 9 f. b.: Wackernagel R. M. XLVIII 299 
shows that in Kyzikos 108 B 4 ναύσσου is to be read and that ao is expressed 
by sampi. ναῦσσον occurs in Kos, Mitth. XVI 407}. Ifa Karian word it is 
important for ὃ 21. The T of θαλατὴς is probably not sampi; at least sampi 
is certain only in non-Hellenic words. 309 2 f.b.: whether ζάπεδον is 
from d:a-redoy may be doubted. At all events, Hom. δάπεδον, which occurs 
in a fragment wrongly attributed to Anakreon (124), is not the equivalent 
of the intensive δα- in δαφοινός, δάσκιος, as is suggested by Curtius Bt. 621. 
δάπεδον is dmmedoy, i.e. the level floor of the house, the first part being 
connected with δῶμα, δεσπότης, δάμαρ. From the above mentioned meaning 
was evolved the use as plain, ground. δάπεδον in Prometh. 829 18 clearly impos- 
sible, whatever be thought of Choeph. 798. 312 12 f.b.: κύρσω Demokr. 87, 
ἔκυρσα Theog. 698, Sim. Keos 120, Pindar Pyth. X 21, τέρσηται Hippokr. VIII 42 
from *répo-o-nra. 319 19: that for antevocalic F, vmay be used in the Ionic 
alphabet after it had lost the f follows from TERTQN in Knossos, Museo Ital. 
HINO 7 8; 00]. 2.21. 8. 8ὲ 322 21: read 352; 25: read ἰσσαῖ and ef. § 710. 
332 6: in view of the occurrence of κατάπερ 64 times in Hat., it is better to 
read κατά than κατὰ τά. The latter appears in all MSS. IV 162, V 89, VI 54, in 
all except d (and 2) II 99, in all except d VI 89. κατά = καθά appears in I 208, 
11 6, 116, III 86, VII 199 (here only = where). Furthermore in all MSS. 
in IV 201, in all except Psv IV 76, in all except Pr V 12,112. κατ᾽ &isav.l. 
IV 76, zor. Of. p. 454, 3; 13 f.b. read Lenis. 333 12 f. b.: see Lobeck on 
Aias 805 for ἤλιος, ἵππος ὅσο. in compounds in literature; 8 f.b.: ἐφ᾽ tone καὶ 
ὁμοίηι Ephesos, Inscript. of the Brit. Mus, 111 2. 334 15: Herodas has 
ἐγδοῦσα 6.5, ἐγλῦσαι Oo, ἐνβλέπεις O44, ἐνπολέων 663. In 5, Meister edits 
σύ γ[ε] φίγγε ; last line: τοῖν μαζοῖν VII 514 (several MSS. the plural), ἀμφοῖν 
VII 486. 335 16: ἀστραγάλαι occurs also in the Anthol. VI 3095, ef. 
Didymos schol. on ¥ 88, Eust. ad loc, and schol. on Σ 551. ἢ λίθος is called 
Ionie by Porphyrios Quaest. Hom. 8, p. 229. It oceurs in Hrd. 4, (a work 
in marble), but in 4,4, 6 λίθος = the stone. 337 τὸ f.b.: Ἑρμῆς Hippon. 
55 B. 840 7 f.b.: the following examples of nouns in -7 occur in Herodas, 
to which there are in Attic and other dialects parallel forms in -ἅ ; μάμμη 
33:7 a8) πτέρνη 7x (Hippokr. V 236), σμίλη Zi 341 15: μνέϊ ας] should be 
vead. μνᾶς in Hippon. and Hrd. is the Attic form, for which μνέας should be 
substituted. On the inflection of γῆ, see Schmidt K. Ζ. XXXII349. 3464: 
᾿Απολλωνίδεω Th. 78 B τὸ (III Century), ἱππάρχεω also in Kyzikos, Mitth. XVI 
141 1. 1 (under Caligula), Ὑστάσπεω in the letter of Dareios which is other- 
wise a late Atticized reproduction of the original (B. 0. H. XIII 529, 1. 3). 
350 f.n.1: this law of hyphaeresis obtains in Homer only (Schmidt). 
352 15: γενῆς Hrd. 2,, 44,3 19: γενεῆς Hdt. III 33, 122; last line: for Zeleia 
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read Abdera (Ἔρμῆι). 353 22: ret βουλῆι and ret Bovae? Eretria Ἔφημ. apx. 
1890, 196 (411 8. 6.), 200. 354 7: Ἑρμῇ Anakr. 111, epigr., γενῇ Hrd. 22. 
357 2: δωρεήν Hrd. 2:9, νέην Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 51. 358 5: insert Hdt. 
before IV. Meister Herodas p. 830 conjectures that the nom. was γαλή. 
In Hat. IV 192 d has γαλαί. γενεαί occurs in Hdt. IL 142, νέαι in Hrd. 19; 
§ 445: d&A(A)HOv represents -ewy, not -nwy (§ 140, I n.) or -nov; see ὃ 289, 2. 
360 12 ἢ Ὁ.: dele Bpovréwy; τὸ f.b.: for 369 read 5), and add πορνέων 236, 
αἰρέων Og. 3616: Hrd. 29 μνέων ᾿Αττικῶν speaks in favour of the inflection 
of the feminine adjective like the masculine (cf. p. 363). χαλκῶν 75) Should 
however be χαλκέων; 8: Anakr. 124 has Movodwy(?); 4 f. b.: γεῶν Hdt. ΤΥ 
198. 868 (8 451): to this section add Solon in Aristotle’s ᾽Αθ. πολ. : πολλαῖ- 
ow 124, ἁρπαγαῖσιν 123. Herodas τῇς ἐμῇσι 5s; (not ἐμῆσι with the papyrus 
and § 450, 3), ταῖσι μηλάνθαισι IIL 2; μετρηίαις 174 is corrupt (γρήαισι Blass). 
In 649 αὐτῇσι] is certain, in 6, ταῖς. Hrd. uses -ἢς only when it stands 
in conjunction with τ-ῃσι, a rule that will not hold in the early Ionic poets. 
376 (8 406): νόον Mimn. 55, γοῦν Mandrokles of Samos in Hdt. IV 88, 
Hrd. 4,3, πλοῦν Hrd. 14), ἀργυρεῦν 4825 65- 880 (§ 474): add Solon in 
Aristotle’s ᾽Αθ. πολ. : μετρίοισι 53, ἀνθρώποισιν ὅσοις μή 122, κακοῖσιν 123, ὀφθαλ- 
μοῖσιν 125, τοῖσιν 124; τοῖσ᾽ ἐναντίοισιν 124; Herodas τοῖσδ᾽ 425, μετώποις ἐ- Class. 
Rev. V 481, frag. 22. 383 1: the Koan forms réAews Paton and Hicks 3761» 
τέλεωι 3814, 15, 42 Β 6, τέλεων 40 A 5, may be regarded as Ionisms, The 
native dialect had however the non-Ionie dual (τέλεω 302); Hrd. 72) has 
τέλεων neuter ; 10: ᾿Αρτυσίλεω Thasos 78 B τι. 384 4: Hrd. has Κῶς 29;, 
Κῶν 42; 9 f.b.: read ἵλεῳ; Hrd. has the accus. pl. εὔκερως in Class. Rev, 
V 480, frag. 1,,. To this declension Meister would refer ’Axécew Hrd. 361, 
(ef. § 428, 1 A) because the accent is on the papyrus and words in -ews are 
paroxytona, while clip-names in -ys are generally perispomena. Exceptions 
are however very frequent, and there seems to have been no certain tradi- 
tion in respect of many hypocoristic names. See addenda to p. 429 and 
Chandler §§ 59, 60. The difficulties on the score of vocalization have been 
ignored by Immisch, who (R, ΜΠ. XLVIII 290 ff.), in attempting to show that 
the proper form of the name of the author of the Ἰλίου πέρσις was Λέσχεως, 
explains the name as derived from an hyper-Ionic *Aecyjios « Λεσχαῖος, and 
in like manner ᾿Ακέσεως from *’Aneohios <’Axecatos. But it is only when 
F; not 4, intervened between vowels, that metathesis quantitatis occurs, and all 
of Immisch’s examples of ew <nio are Vicious. ᾿Ακεσεύς and ᾿Ακεσαῖος are not 
connected as regards the endings, the latter being a development of ’Akecas, 
which was formed directly from ᾿Ακέσανδρος (§ 165, note). If by the side of 
Aecxatos we have Aécyns, by the side of ᾿Ακεσαῖος we may have ᾿Ακέσης. 
Though not prepared to pronounce against the incorrectness of Λέσχεως, 
there does not seem to me to be any great difficulty in supposing that Λέσχεω 
in Proklos is the genitive of Λέσχης. Hdt. often retains the native vocalism 
(§ 158), so too Thukydides, Xenophon, and Plato (§§ 73, 429, 484); and 
inscriptions (cf. p. 346) show that even in Roman times the -ew of the 
genitive was retained ; footnote 2 read cf. Wackernagel Philol. Anzeiger XVI 73 
and place this after p. IV. 387 11 f.b.: after πόλιο5). add καὶ Ἱπποκράτης 
φθίσιος (IV 536). 989 18: ᾿Ακέσιος Paros, Mitth, XVIII 17,. 391 (8 486): 
Hrd. has πόλιος 25, 31; im 295 πόλεως has been corrected to πόλιος, thus 
introducing a certain anapaest in the fifth foot, which at best is very rare. 
In 29; πόλιος brings an anapaest into the fourth foot, which appears beyond 
doubt in only one other passage (6;;, cf. 623). To avoid the metrical difficul- 
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ties and because he makes much of -eos as an Ionic form, Meister recommends 
the adoption of the form πόλεος in all three passages. His correction of Joh. 
Gr. 240, Meerm. 650, where -ios is called Ionic, is wide of the mark, though 
it cannot be denied that the statements of the grammarians (§ 481) are 
elsewhere obscure in reference to the form of the genitive. πόλις was one 
of the first words to show the Κοινή inflection in the various dialects, e.g. in 
Kretan (Cauer 1224, 9, 29) 1277) 14) 13232) 40) C. 1. G. 2567), Lakonian (Cauer 
279), Phokian (Ross 81), to cite merely occurrences of the genitive. I find 
no mention in Meisterhans of [δι]αδόσεος in an Attic inscription from 
341-40 B.c. (B. C. H. V 364), which, if correct, should be added to the 
examples of Attic -eos. It is the only example of -eos in Attic outside of 
literature. The document in question has OY and 0. By 320 8.6. 0 was 
written for ὦ in Λεοντίς, but there is no early instance of -eos for -ews in an 
ev stem. 392 9: in Theog. 1043 πόλευς is the vulgate reading, and 4 has 
πόλεως. Ziegler adopts πόλεος. 894 6: ot is not of <oii, but df <o(i)f; 
ef. οἷός (bv) in Mnesimachos III 570 (v. 47) and ὃ 227; 19: we must read 
Τυλλί[ 5] in Hrd. 167) 4» 1.6. the nominative is used for the vocative (cf. 1, 9, 11); 
vocative forms are Kopitti 644, Κυννί 4n3; 17 f.b.: Lykophron Alex, 292 has 
ἐπάλξιες. 395 18 ἢ Ὁ.: τρίς Hrd. 145, 521, 720 is probably itacistic, though 
τρεῖς occurs only once (Ig)). Cf. ὃ 571. 398 18: ἀπόξη Hippokr. III 208 
must yield to -tea or -ξυρα. 899 6: γλυκέας Hrd. 6,, will avoid the 
anapaest in the fourth foot; note: after wnvouched for, add to any extent except 
in Hdt.; 2f.b.: add ὃ 419 to ὃ 219. 402 6: Hrd. has γναφέως 475. [[Ὃδ᾽γυσ- 
σέως Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 316 (υ -- τ- possible) ; in Lykophron’s Alex. we 
find -ηος, e.g. in τοκῆος 1394, Kuxphos 451; 12f.b.: σκυτέα Hrd. 65. 403 23: 
γονέων as [σκ]υτέων Hrd. 77. 405 8: read 2,; 14 f.b.: Kallim. has γρῆυς 
epigr. 41, 51 and epigr. incert. 6. 408 1: ᾿Αρκεσοῦν Oropos, Ἔφημ. ἀρχ. 
1892, 54; 7: read πειθώ; τό f.b.: add χελιδοῖ Simon. Keos 74. 414: 
ἝἙρμοφάνευς Th. 78 B 8. 416 1: Θρασυάλκευς Th. 78 B ο. 422 6: cf. 
ἀνηλέᾶ C. I. G. 5172 and such forms as εὐκλής in Hesychios. εὐκλής may 
be either a contraction of the trisyllabic nom. form εὐκλεής (whereas the 
dissyllabie κλέος resists contraction), or built from εὐκλέά « εὐκλεέα by 
hyphaeresis; 9: ὥλη, πανώλη Tasos, ΜΉ. XV 154; 12 f.b.: ATEAE, 
Kyzikos 108 B 7, is a copy of the original spelling = ἀτελεῖς, as Dittenberger 
Syll. 312 correctly reads. 423 τό f.b.: Hrd. has ἀληθέα 5:ς; Ψευδέα 5:6, 7525 
σκέλεα 59, σκύτεα 763, χείλεα 7112; ἔπεα Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 6,, μέλεα frag. 74. 
Rutherford’s [yé]vea (υ Ὁ) 7:6 is therefore not to be defended, and τείχη 4, 
is to be corrected ; 8: κατάντη Hippokr. IIT 298 is Attic. 424 ἡ : δαψιλέων 
Hrd. 71, χειλέων 34. κερδέων 791 would be the only ease of open ew from 
an -εσ- stem in all post-Homeric Ionic poetry (except Πρηξιτέλεω p. 348). 
Meister suggests that Κερδέων is meant. 429 6 f.b.: clip-names in -as 
in Herodas are Σισυμβρᾶς 275, Bitaros 655, «1. The latter name has the genitive 
Βιτάδος in Choirob. 4299, Βιττᾶδος in Joh. Alex. 85) a8 in Hdn. (see footnote 2). 
A like variation exists in Ἑρμαροῦδος, ᾿Αμμαροῦτος from -ovs, Ἑρμῆδους, Ποδῆτος 
from -fs, but it is only in Egyptian inscriptions that the genitive of -as 
in proper names is -aros. Schulze R. M. XLVIII 252 suggests that the 
grammarians derived their knowledge of the genitive Biraros from Herodas, 
in whose text Βιτᾶδος originally stood. In 6,; we may read Κανδᾶτί os]. 
Han. IL 683, (ef. Choirob. 4414, 4622, 136, schol. Ven. A on O 302) accepts 
two inflections of the name Thales : Θαλῆς; -00, -f, τῆν and Θάλης, -nTos, -nTL, 
-nta. In Kallim. frag. 95 the MSS. have Θαλῆς, but in 94 Θάλητος and in 96 
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Θάλητα. This difference in accent finds a defender in Crusius who reads 
Θαλῆς in Hrd. 2,,, but Θάλητος in 24. If the nominative is Θαλῆς we must 
accent -ῆτος. Other words varying in accent and declension according to 
the ancients are Meyjjs, Φαλῆς, Φανῆς, Κυῆς. 430 24: ᾿Αρτεμῖς (or -εἴς, -ts OF 
wels) Hrd. 657, e9, ᾿Αρτεμῖν O94, a woman’s name found in Knidos, Krete, 
Pisidia and Kos. Where the name occurs, indications point to its not being 
native to Greece; so even in Thessaly (ΜΠ. XII 361, no. 151), Athens 
(B. ὦ H. XIII 78). Genitives occur in Μητρεῖδος C. 1. G. 3141, 30 (Smyrna), 
Μοναρχεῖδος Paton-Hicks 185 (Kos), Φιλεῖδος B. C. Π. VIII 378 (Lydia), &e. 
Names of women may end either in -is, -?50s or in -is, -ἶδος. Stems in -i6- 
in Hrd. are δορκαλῖδες 319, πυργῖδα 715- 434 last line: Hrd. has also μέζονα 
4erj} ἡδίονα 1,1, μέζονα 75 are sing. In Phoinix we find πλείονα τιγ in the 
MSS. where πλέονα (as in 23) is correct. 436 12: ΣΟΟΣ Styra 192095 ct 23 18 
to be read Sa0s as SOON C. I. A. I 36) σῶον. Boeckh’s Σώῳ (200) in C. I. α. 
39 cannot stand. The contracted form σῶς is probably non-Homerie: at least 
all cases of its occurrence (except X 332) readily yield to the substitution 
σάος or dos. The latter is possibly a contamination of owf- and o&fF-. oda 
in Hrd. is either a case of the retention of the early form, or, as seems 
to me more likely, derived from σῶος as ὀρέσκοος from -kw(1)os. The forms 
with « subscript are neither Ionic nor known to Attic inscriptions. In 
Babrios 94, A has σώην, Suid. σώαν. In 7, σῷος is written with no other 
spelling noted in Eberhard. 440 13: ὦ τέκνον μοι Μητρίχη Hrd. I, may 
serve as an example of the old possessive use of the pronoun : cf. Orestes 124 
ὦ τέκνον μοι, Hat. I 207 τά μοι παθήματα, and the use of of in Hdt. I 1, IIT 3, 
Trachin. 630. See Wilamowitz Herakles v.626, Wackernagel I. F. I 362; 7 f.b.: 
read 7.5; 6: in 1,, there is authority for ἀνθρώποις instead of ἡμείων, but 
it is a correction by a later hand. 441 7: in citing the forms of the 
pronoun I have almost always followed the MSS., which do not as a rule 
differentiate between the emphatic and unemphatic forms. In Anakr. 431; 
62. ἡμίν is no doubt unemphatic, as it is in 63,, and in all three passages 
the MSS. have ἡμῖν ; but in 43,, 63, the metre requires ἡμίν. Whether we 
should write ἡμίν, ἥμιν or ἣμιν cannot be determined, since we have no MS. 
authority for either accent in the monuments of early post-Homeric Joni¢ 
poetry. That the difference between the emphatic and unemphatic forms 
found expression in a different accentuation in the poetry of Alexandrian 
times may be inferred from ἥμεας Hrd. 29 and ὕμεας 26), where the papyrus 
has the proparoxytone. In 19 ὕμῖν is emphatic and has the perispomenon 
in the MS. I have written ἡμῖν, ὑμῖν in Hrd. in all cases except where the 
ultima is certainly short. In Babrios go,, 987; 113, where Bergk, Eberhard, 
and Rutherford edit ἥμιν at the verse end, the Athoan MS. has ἡμῖν; so 
in 26, 277, 331 ὅδ. A has ἡμᾶς. 443 τ: for often read 7ῳ. 445 12: 
vw is not more frequent than μιν, which occurs, in addition to the passages 
stated im 10, in 3,5 (Ὁ), 570 (ὃ), 712. That wy occurs after s or vy is pure 
chance. Meister thinks νιν was smuggled into the text of Hrd. from tragedy. 
448 6f.b.: Hrd. has κεῖνος also in 299, 459 (after ἡμέρη so that ᾽κείνη would be 
possible ; cf. δούλη ‘ort 453), ἐκεῖνος in 2290. In 47, one case of ἐκεῖνος is uncer- 
tain (ds δεκεῖνον ἢ ἔργα τὰ ἐκείνου). 450 last line: for elision read crasis. 
ὡυτῆς in Hrd. ὅς, would be an example of Apollonios’ wu, were [ἑ]ωυτῆς 
not a probable correction. On the origin of the reflexive forms, see now 
Wackernagel K. Z. XXXIII 2 ff., Meister Herodas 849 ; footnote 1: (Ahrens) 
after elision belongs after Favtw. Apoll. has ἑαύτω. 452 17: σοὶ αὐτῷ 
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I 1c8 should give way to σεωυτῷ. σέο τ᾽ αὐτοῦ occurs in I 124 (ef. Oid. Kol. 
1417), but when αὐτός is prefixed we have αὐτῷ μοι as in IV 134, VIL 28 
(ef. E 459), αὐτῷ of III 72, αὐτόν σε IIL 145, as αὐτοῖσι ἡμῖν V 49, 91. 1 now 
see that Dryoff Pronomen Reflexivum emends αὐτόν in I 24 to αὐτοῦ. 454 3: 
See p. 3325 and appendix: 7 f.b. in note: read ἄχρι. 455 11: τέο Hrd. 8,, 
the only case of eo in a pronoun in that poet, should he corrected, cf. τεῦ 293, 
ὁτεὔνεκα ie 456 footnote 1: Wackernagel R. 1, XLVIII 301 proposes 
ie avoid τὰς F in Lokrian βότι by reading ἢ ὅτι ; to 8 570 add: μετεξέτεροι = 
ἔνιοι, τινές, Hdt. 1 63, 9s, 199, II 125, &c., Hippokr. III 454, IV 220, 230 
(where Galen says that the word is = ἕτερος in the language of his time), 
Aretaios 5. In Nikander’s Ther. 588, Schneider reads μετ᾽ ἐξετέρην ; ef. 
ἐξέτεροι 412, 744. To ὅτῆμος in § 716 add that Hdn. I 512,, (Theognos., An. 
Ox. IT 164,) mentions ὁπῆμος and Arat. 568 has ὁππῆμος. πῆμος is mentioned 
by Hesychios and Hdn. II 925. τῆμος is relative in Hippokr. IX 14 (θ᾽ ἣμος 
in one very old MS.). 463 τὸ f.b.: it is better to read χρῆν in Hat. 
In Hrd. 2:5 the papyrus has ἐχρήηναυτον, where the ε belongs with the pro- 
noun. 472 (ἐργάζομαι) : Hrd. 6,3 has épyd¢er’. This author always adopts 
the Attic rules for augment; (ἔρδω) : ἔερδον in Solon (A. πολ. 12); note: 
dele the ). 473 2 f.b. to end of ὃ, and p. 472 s.v. οἴγνυμι: the original 
inflection of οὔγνυμι was as follows: (1) strong forms: 6(f)elyw, found in the 
Aiolic infinitive ὀείγην C. D. I. 214. ὥειγον, ὥειξα. The imperfect ἀνόειγε 
may be substituted for ἀνέῳγε Π 221, Ὡ 228, ἀνοείγεσκον for ἀναοίγεσκον Ὡ 455. 
For ὥιξε Z 298, Ω 446 &e. we may read Sete (cf. Attic ἔμειξα for the incorrect 
ἔμιξα). (2) weak forms: ὀ(ξγίγνῦμι from the stem fry-; ef. relw, τίνυμαι. 
Felyvuu: had been the counterpart of δείκνῦμι, ζεύγνῦμι with the retention 
of the irregular diphthong in a form properly weak. The initial prosthetic 
o has been carried from ὀΐγνυμι into ὀείγω where it is strictly not in place. 
The stem ὀΐγ- appears in ὠΐγνυντο B 809, Θ 58, and perhaps in Hrd. 4,,, whose 
ἄϊκται May, however, be an itacistic spelling for ὥεικται (cf. πέπεισται). 
Theokr. XIV 47 has ἀνῷγμαι. Later on ὀΐγνυμι was contracted to οὔγνυμι 
(cf. οἷς, οἴομαι from ὀξισ-), and the stem ofy- transferred to the active in 
ἀνῷγεν Z 168 (for which Nauck substituted ἄνοιγεν, Fick ὄειγε), ᾧξε Ω 457 
(oite?), οἴξασα Z 89, Epidaurian ἀνῷξε C. D. I. 333047, Theokr. ἀνῷξα XIV 15, 
Attic ἀνοίγω, ἀνοίξω (ἤνοιγον, ἤνοιξα may be corrupt) and ἤνοιγμαι in Hippokr. 
V 436 (avewy- Ermerins). ὥϊξα, which is glossed as Hippokratic by ἀνέῳξα in 
Hrotian, can be defended only on the view that ὀΐγ- and not οἶγ- was trans- 
ferred from the weak to the strong form, or on the assumption that it was 
‘distracted’ from gta. While the latter is not an impossibility, the former 
suggestion would seem to deserve more consideration because of Aiolic dtyor 
(Hdn. IL 777,; = IL 31395 =1 250,9) and ὀΐγων (Zonaras 2241). But ὥϊγον 
is impossible in Homer, and it may be doubted whether we should not read 
ὄειγον, ὀείγων in Aiolic, deta in Hippokrates. The explanation of delyw and 
οἴγνυμι here put forward, rejects the possibility of a stem fovy-, which 
Kiihner-Blass § 198, 6 hold to have originated from 6fry- by the transference 
of the spirant from the middle to the beginning. Though the existence 
of a stem fory- would be welcome, such a shifting of F must however be 
pronounced impossible. Since no form in o/y- had an initial f, the explana- 
tion of Wackernagel must fall to the ground, though in itself well adapted 
to clear up the mysterious » in ἔῳγα, twta, ἔῳγμαι (i.e. from *HForya &e.). 
We believe that ᾧγεν from otyw became ἔῳγεν under the influence of the 
perfect (originally féforya), and that the perfect became ἔῳγα under the 
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influence of the imperfect (cf. ἑώρα, ἑόρακα ἑώρακα). After the imperfect 
had adopted the extraneous 1, the aorist ᾧξα became ἔφξα. Meister Herodas 
p. 823 would refer to οὔγνυμι the Hesychian dorya φαρέτρα with substantive 
ablaut of εἰ to οι. The quiver is the οἰστοδέγμονα θησαυρὸν βελέεσσιν Persat 
1020, 476 18 f.b.: read Herodotos. 482 14: Hrd. has θέλω eight times, 
ἐθέλω once, and that in an augmented form (ἤθελον 5,)). This is the usage 
of the Κοινή. 485: Hrd. has only contracted forms in the future : ἐρέω 39.» 
βαλέω 355, ἐρεῖς 405 and in seven other passages, διαβαλεῖς 652, ἀποκτενεῖς 5:5, 
προσμενεῖς 8x, ἐρεῖ 305, θανεῦμ᾽ Class. Rev. V 481, frag. ὃς, ἀρεῖτ᾽ 361, ἐκβαλεῦσι 464; 
τιλεῦσιν Class. Rev. V 481, frag. 8,5. 493 14: Babrios has γεγηράκει 461, 
1035, γηράσας 74,,; Amakr. ἐάσεις 56, ἔασον 57 (Fick &), Hdt. I 90 ἐάσας ; 
note 2, 4 f.b.: read Antiphon. In Hrd. 3.. we have γνῶναι read for which the 
regular ἀναγνῶναι is used in 39,. In Hdt. II 91 ἀνέγνων is = agnovi. 494 16: 
the verb FopAéw is now attested in Arkadian. On an inscription from 
Mantinea (B. 0. H. XVI 568, perhaps older than 450 B.c.), we find [βο]φλέασι 
1. 1, [[οἸφλέοι 1. 14, ξωφληκόσι 1. 18. 497 last line: the second person 
of the optative in Hrd. ends in -ats (357, ὅτι; 63), never in -eas. In the third 
person we find -ee in 3),, 75, -a in 65), 78:- 498 19: Hrd. has εἶπα also 
IN 537, εἴπατε 7ς:; εἶπον 6.5, εἰπέ O42, 4g, ἄνειπε 242, εἰπεῖν O95; read imperat. for opt. 
502 9: βούλει in Hrd. is wrong. Apart from this form there are five cases 
(in the future) of -εἰ, but there are four of -ῃ in the indicative. δίζεαι is called 
Tonic for δίζηαι in the Lexicon Messan., R. M. XLVII 408 (cf. § 590). 50314: 
Theog. 455 ἐφαίνεο. ἤραο p. 504 end, and 559,, belongs here. 505 τι: 
Solmsen K. Z, XXXII 546 defends Wackernagel’s derivation of ἐσσεῖται ; 
23 f.b.: πίεται in Ion cannot stand (mérw Cobet); 22 f. b.: for M. Schmidt 
read Nietzsche. In connection with the above may be mentioned the fact 
that in Hippokr. V 386 we find πιέουσα, which is more probably a blunder 
for πιοῦσα (V 382) than the participle to πίει (C. 1. G. 8046, 8096-8110, Bergk 
P.L. G. 111 668 &e.), whose εἰ is a genuine diphthong according to the Attic 
vase inscriptions. Cf. Roscher in Curtius’ Studien IV 194, Bergk in Jahrb. 
CXVII 195, Kretschmer in K. Ζ. XXIX 482; 11 f.b.: Hippokr. has δάξομαι 
VIII 338 (so @ probably), but δήξομαι VIL 336 (cf. § 619). 506 15: [eice |vel- 
καντες, Erythrai, in Dittenberger’s Syll. 159.) (shortly after 278 8. c.), but 
ἐσήν εἸγκεν 160,. 509 10: εἰρύαται Hippokr. V 596, ἐντετμέαται IV 298; 
14: λελέχαται Aret. 260, 284. 511 22: in Clouds 1203 νενημένοι is 
preferable; 8 f. b.: read καίω. 512 7: in Hippokr. II 26 we even find 
καταλελεπτύσθαι (vulgo -ἢσθαι), Where -ύνθαι should be read with Cobet. The 
participle occurs in VI 192 tis. Hippokr. has the -cua form also in the case 
of θερμαίνω VI 190, 192, ὕγραίνω 192, σκληρύνω 132, μιαίνω 96. Almost all 
of the -σμαι forms occur in the pseudo-Hippokratic tractates. 516 9 f.b.: 
of the poets, Theognis has -eo in 30, 32, 47, 100, 145, 331, 353, 547, 557) 1095, 
1297, 1351, Archil. 66, ἀγάλλεο, 66; ὀδύρεο; Hrd. has also αἰσχύνευ 2¢6, 
γίνευ I 2, rev 4:9, καταψεύδου in 1,7 is corrected to -eo or -ev on the papyrus ; 
ἐπεύχεο 353 Should be changed to -ev. 518 21: see appendix to p. 255. 
520 18: δοθήσεται Samos 221,, νομισθήσεαι Euseb. Mynd. 52; 13 f. b.: 
βλαβήσεται Aret. 30. 530 footnote 2: add ἐσύλευν Hrd., Class. Rev. V 481, 
frag. 31, προσιεῦσαν Hippokr. IX 340 (many MSS. -ov-). 537 17 f.b.: ἁμαρτεῖ 
Hrd. 455 (cf. ᾽φαμαρτεῖς 542) is the first occurrence in literature of this equiva- 
lent of duapréw. It is attested in Hesychios and Eust. 592... 543 22: with 
the variation between καλέοι and ποιοῖ, compare that in Eleian : δοκέοι 11564, 
ἐνποιοῖ 11505, ἀποξζηλέοι 11547, ποιοῖτο:. 5444: HermesnotR.M. 563 το: 
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or read Aco? and derive the form from AnfFéo.. If this is correct, we must assume 
two verbs *Aniw and *Anfeoww. AnfFéor could become λεέοι after the loss of F, 
and then Aco?. Solmsen K. Z. XXXII 515, 517 regards as Kretan both ληΐω 
<Anéw, and reo? «“ληξέοι. 566 12: in Hrd. 4.95 the papyrus accents ζόην, 
which may be regarded as an adjective. The adjective was thus accentuated 
by Hdn. (1 1100, IL 778.9, 94714, where Epicharmos 120 is cited), In the 
passage in Archil. 63, the vulgate has (wod, and in Theokr. II 5 we find (oot. 
The substantive (én had the oxytone accent according to Hdn. 11 001... 
568 ff.: to the list add ἀπατοῖεν Herakl. in Hermes XV 605 (but probably an 
error for -wiev), ἀπολωφέοιτο Hippokr. TX 356 epist., μωμεομένων Demokr, 123. 
As regards σταθμόω it should be noted that Kallim. 94 (choliambic) has 
σταθμήσασθαι. 596: to § 715 add εἵνεκεν Hippokr. IV 220, ἕνεκεν III 514; 
ὅτευ εἵνεκα Syr. dea 27, 28, 343 Aret. οὕνεκα 52, οὕνεκεν 60, τοὔνεκε 45. 


APPENDIX. _ Il 


THE τ ον OF DHE DATE WRIT DR me 
IAMBICS* AND CHOEIAMBICS: 


-----τ:-- 


We present below ἃ survey of the chief Ionisms of Kallimachos (K.), 
Aischrion of Samos (A.), Phoinix of Kolophon (Ph.), Parmenon of Byzantion 
(P.), Kritias of Chios, Babrios (B.), and Lykophron’s Alexandra (L.). K. is 
cited from the text of Schneider, A., Ph., P., and Kritias from Schneidewin’s 
Delectus (and Crusius, in the case of Ph. 1; see Crusius’ Herondas p. 70), 
B. from Rutherford, and L. from Kinkel. Some of the Homerisms of L., 
and most of the Homerisms of B., have been included. In the case of the 
writers who aim at reproducing the dialect in all except a few details, 
ὦ. 6. in the above writers with the exception of B. and L., we have included 
such matters as crasis ὅθ. The Ionisms of B. and L. are practically confined 
to the Ionic ἡ and a few cases of Ionic εἰ, ev and ov. In L. the occurrences 
of ἢ are sporadic merely, in B. they are so frequent as to lead to the belief 
that he intended to adopt it in the first declension throughout. There are 
some open forms that I have ventured to include, though uncertain whether 
they might not more properly be regarded as examples of the licence per- 
mitted Attic poetry. But attention should be called to the fact that no 

instance of an uncontracted aw, ew, or ow verb occurs in any of these writers. 
“1. Vowels. 7 for ἃ: ἐλαίῃ K. 93, νεήκων 78, Καστνιῆτιν 82b.; χώρην A. 22; 
θύρην Ph. 13, Κασπίης 25; μακρήν P. 1,. In Babrios there occur about 150 
cases of nouns of the first declension and adverbs where the Ionic ἢ was 
possible. In about 70 of these the Athoan MS. has a, which Rutherford 
changes to 7. Sometimes where this MS. has a, Suidas has ἡ (18,, 26, 
81, 923), and sometimes the reverse is the case (10), 30,, 82,7, 862, 94s, 
108,;). In the spurious fragments Rutherford leaves a, e.g. in σαύραν 415, 
but changes to ἡ in 106,,, 116,. Hyper-Lonie 7 appears when εἰ became e: 
ὀξέη 774, ὀξέην (731, 1331], βαθέην in the Athoan 25, where Suidas has -εἴαν. 
μίην has been incorrectly read in 475 (μίαν A), 1315 (μίαν V). In the middle 
of a word, ἡ is comparatively rare. I have noticed ὠχριήσας 92, in Suidas 
(κμριθιάσας 625, ἠθρίασε 459), thon 120, (ἰατρός, ἰατρεύω), γενειήτην 1244, πρηύνας 
proem. B 15 (πρᾷος 1023, [11,9], πρᾳότης [18;5}), γεηνίσκοις 10740, νέῃ proem. 
B 6 (νέα 2211, νέας 225, νεᾶνις 22,5), κνηκίαν 122,, sic in Suidas (κνακίαν A, 
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κνακόν 1132), ἀπείρητος O5¢5 (πειράσας 9575) ἐπειράθην 5719, 13416), ἀλοιήσας 12213, 
ἠλόησε 263, 12016, Παιήων 120; (παιάνων 24,). The following always have a: 
. Θράκη (L. always @prkn), πράσσω or πράττω, κέκραγε, γηράσας, γεγηράκει, ῥᾳδίην, 
ῥῴων, ῥᾳθυμέω, γραῦς. Lykophron very rarely adopts the Ionic form: Λειβη- 
Opiny 275, καλύπτρης 337, Avyphy 910, ὀτρηρῆς 997, ἀρούρης 1060, ἄκρης in 
Bachmann’s edition 714, Τιτῆνας 709, Τυμφρητόν (Ὁ) 420, καρηβαρεῦντας 384, 
χαλκείῃσιν (so in V) 1077. Scheer adopts ἡ only in 384, 420. Of about 60 
occurrences of the long form of the dative plural, Bachmann read -ῃσι in 18, 59, 
106, 107, 193, 266, 442, 454, 470, 728, 729, 802, 817, 1055, 1358. ἡ is also used 
in ἠώς 16. 2. Diphthongs. El: B. has ξεῖνος [106,], elsewhere tev-, στεινῆς 
10852, εἰρύσσας 122,, εἴαρος 1315, ἐκπνείων 1292, conj. (ἐκπνέων 60); L. ξεινο- 
βάκχης 175, κακόξεινος 1286, ἀνειρύσας 1322, εἰναφώσσωνα 101. EY: πρευμενής 
L. 536, 1055. OY: μοῦνος B. 254, 126,, 1312 [106.4, 24] elsewhere μόνος (10 
times), L. 179 (uo- Sch.), μόνος K. 76, 82 ὃ, οὔνομα L. 339, 370 but Ph. 1; κὠνο- 
μαστόν, γοῦνα Ph. 143, γουνασμάτων L. 1243, οὐλαμηφόροις L. 32, οὐλαμωνύμου 
L. 183, κοῦρος and κούρη A. 15, Ph. 149, 1,13, L. 58, 182, 712, 1131 (κορ- Sch.), 
Κουρῆτις L. 671, Κουρῆτες 1297. Elsewhere L. has κορ- as Babrios always. 
δουρατογλύφου L. 361, οὐρήεσσιν B. 129... L. 557 has οὖδας, 49, 698 ovdaios. 
None of these later writers have any other form than ὅλος and ὄρος. HI: 
δήϊοι Ph. 209, βορηΐῳ 36, ὀνήϊστος 31, λήϊον B. 11,, 883, L. 252, ᾿Ηϊών L. 417 ; 
elsewhere 7 as in χρήζω Ph. 1, &e. QI: πρωϊνῶν B. 124,, but πρῴην 6, ke. 
Loss of from the diphthongs: B. 59, has ’A@nva but -aln 7216, Ἑρμῆς 30, and 
often, but -είης 30, 485, 1196, 12713 ὀξέη B. 774, ὀξέην [731» 1331) βαθέην 251 
(Athoan, -εἴαν Suidas), πλέονα Ph. 2, and probably 1,7; ; πόη B. 46, but ποίη 9511, 
128,2, [1422]. Cf. also χρόη 136, [653], χλόη 462, 882, πνοή 360, 1145. B. has 
ἠλόησε 263, 129ς- 8. Contracted and Open Vowels, ατι: ἽΑιδης 
Ph. 252, B. 957, 122g, L. 197, 1188 (both first foot), 51, 404, 457, 497; 
564, 655, 809, 813 (all second foot). a+et: ἀείδοντα K. 90, ἀείδω Babrios 
proem. B 16, aw elsewhere in B. and in Ph. 15, 212. e+e: ἁλέες K. 86, 
ἀνηλεές B. 714, e+ ε = et always in the verb. e+7: yeveh Β. proem. A 1, 
(γονήν A. I;), Θαλῆς K. 95, Ph. 31, ἀργυρῆν Ph. 205, χρυσῆν 35. γεηπόνος B. 108;,. 
a noteworthy form for yew-, occurs in Aristotle according to L.& 8. e+ 
always becomes 7 in the verb. e+e always contracts in the verb. ετο: 
φωλεόν B. [τοῦς]; =ev in μεδεῦντι K. 95, τείχευς 86, moved A. 14, ἐπωλεύμην 
B. 128,1, 1295, Καρηβαρεῦντας L. 384. e+: κυκεῶνα Kritias, λεωλογεῖν Ten, Ben 
In L. λεώς is Attic. ἡ: ε: ὑλήεντα Β. 955 nter: ἤεισα Ph. 22.. n+w: πρηών 
L. 769, 1069 (Hesiodic), πρών 1237. «+ (not genuine contraction) : ἱρόν K. 86, 
font B. [722]. oto: πλόος K. (Meineke choliamb. frag. 1). o+7: ᾿᾽πίβωτος 
A. 1,. ote: ὄϊς B. 132,, ὄϊν 132ς but οἷς 128,. wta: ζωαγρίους B. 50,; but 


ζωγρεῖν 530, ζωγρήσω 53,. See also under 6 below. 4. Crasis &c. Ph. has 
τἀπόλλωνος Ig, VAP 211; χὠκόσα 21g, TATEPN 35 KNPaY 219, K. 97 τἀπιόντος, A. Ty 
ἢ ᾿πίβωτος-. 5. Consonants. «x forms of the pronoun oceur in K. 85, 93, 


Ph. 249518) 19 (τ iN 145, 216). Neither Babrios nor Lykophron uses the Ionic k. 
αὖτις B. 88,, elsewhere αὖθις in B. L. has αὖτις in B 546. oo occurs in B. 
τόσσος 36, (L. 1461), μέσσος 12913 (μέσος 129155 19 &e.), πόσσος 12144, ποσσίν 194, 
οὐρήεσσιν 1202, εἰρύσσας 122, (ἀνειρύσας L. 1322), χωρίσσῃς 129; μεσσαβοῦν 
L. 817. Babrios varies between oo and rr: the former in πράσσω sic 26,0, 
1193, 12719, but πράττω always in the spurious parts (512, 403, 3325), πλήσσω 
36, but ττ always in ἧττα; ἡττάομαι, ἥττων. L. uses only oo. ἀμιθρῆσαι 
occurs in Ph. 2;. 6. Declension (Nouns). (1) κριθέων Ph. 1, and 
Kritias, but λιμνῶν Ph. 24. -αισι (and -ois) Ph, 1,, where there is MS. authority 
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for Μούσῃσι πρὸς θύρῃσ᾽ ἄδων. Babrios has -as except in 5015; 1293, 134135 
while Lykophron uses the longer form about 60 times (see under 1). 
(2) Homeric τοῖο occurs in B. 72,, over ten times in L., who even adopts 
-ao (848). τοισι is found in Ph. 25, ¢, 35 si) Kritias, τοῖς in Ph. 14 τοῖς κασιγνή- 
τοις at the end, and A.1,. τοισι occurs in B. about 16, in L. about 40 times. 
This enumeration takes no account of -o1s before a vowel. ὀστέων appears in 
B. 959). χρυσέῳ proem. B. 7, χρυσέαις L. 708. Whether such open forms 
are to be regarded as Ionic is doubtful. λαγωός is often read in B. where 
it may be merely a late form, and not Homeric. (3) Open forms in the 
-es declension are: μέρε᾽ (Ὁ) B. 1344, ὀρέων 922, τειχέων L. 1418, μεζέων 762 ; 
ῥάμφεσσι 598. “Apeos is found in B. 68,. B. has οὔατα 95.0 (ὠτός O57), ἰχθύας 
Qs) γῆα 71, (νηός L. 618, va- Sch.), νομῆα 128, (conj.), οὐρήεσσιν (Conj.) 12993, dis 
(above 3). πόρτιος L. 320, ἐπάλξιες 292. γοῦνα appears in Ph. 1.57) Zedy in A. I;. 
Cf. app. p. 402. 7. Pronouns. κεῖνος K. 87, Ph. 2,, B. 377, 956, L. 128, 304, 
1139, ἐκεῖνος K. 89, B. over 30 times, L. 258, 259, 1081, κεῖθι 686, ἡμέων Ph. 2.9. 
ἡμέων (-v-) is noteworthy B. 90,. The relative τῶν appears in Ph. 1,. 
8. Verb. An uncontracted ‘pure’ verb is unknown. ἐών is found in 
B. 36,, where some read tis ὥν for 7 ἐών. ὥν occurs in B. elsewhere at least 
13 times. ἀναπλώσας B. 743, ἐκπεπλωκότες L. 1084, and οἶδας B. 95,4 may he 
noted. We have the Homeric ἐσσί in B. 777, 1197 (MSS. εἶ), εἰρύσσας 1221; 
Xwploons 129, σαώσει L. 758. θέλω, not ἐθέλω, is used by B. The pluperfect, 
which is used with remarkable fondness by B., is sometimes devoid of the 
augment (46,), 103)). Absence of the syllabic augment occurs in imperfect 
(95a) and aorist (33; (Ὁ), 68;, 1115), but this is not in imitation of the iambo- 
graphic style. 9. Prepositions, Conjunctions. εἰς is used by K. 94 
(MSS.), Ph. 315,13, és in K, 86, 96, 98a, Ph. 29,, A. Is, a consonant following 
in all cases except Ph. 2. and A. 1,. Since Babrios used és only when 
compelled to do so by the metre, Rutherford corrects to εἰς in 1,,, I1;, 10899. 
So in L. who has before yowels és in 497, 603, εἰς about 20 times, before 
consonants εἰς about 35 times. (Bachmann had és in 14, 158, 326, 338, 463, 
501, 512, 1472; Scheer in 139, 747 also, but not in 326, 412). ἀνθήσει L. 1259. 
Hv appears in Β. 214, 4713, 647, 9502) 12740) 1285, L. 2,623. ἄν is found over 
ten, ἐάν three times in the MSS. of B. ἐπήν occurs in 6,). 
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Tue references are to sections except when p. (page) is prefixed. Ana after 
a numeral signifies that the indexed word is treated in the section denoted 
by the numeral and in Appendix I; an a before a numeral signifies that 
the word is referred to in Appendix I only. A footnote is denoted by f. n. 


darn 261. p. 463 f. n. 

aBAnpa 249 

ἀγαθοεργός 295 1, la 

ἀγαί 25 

ἀγαίομαι 141 a 

᾿Αγβάτανα 129. 3496 

ἀγγεῖον, -ἤιον 232, 6. 
235, 1 

ἀγγέλλω aor. pass. 636 

‘Aye- 130. 399 

ἁγεῖ 45. 156. 284, 2. 532 

᾿Αγέλεως 29 

ἀγέομαι (ἄγω) 637, 3 

ἀγέομαι (ἀγαίομαι) 141 α 

ἀγήρω 37 

ἀγλαός 261, 1. 277, I 

ἁγνεών 21 7. n. 

ἀγνοέω Ῥ. 529 

ἄγνυμι 582. perf. 604, 4. 
aor. pass. 636, 2 

ἀγορεύω perf. 595, 4%. 
aor. 608, 3 

ἄγυια 119 

ἀγχιβασίη 130 

ἀγχοῦ 716 

ἄγω fut. 607, 6. aor. 
608, 3 

adays 553 

ἀδάξομαι α 147 

ἀδείη 310, 2 


ἀδελφεή 263, 1a. 447, 1 
ἀδελφίζω 87 
ἀδηνέως 716 

adns 273, I 

ἁδνόν 357, 6 
addidatws 227 
ἄδος 17 

ado 63. 305, I 
ἄεθλον 272, 1 

ἀεί 993 see αἰεί 
ἀείδω τόο. 305, I 
ἀεικέλιος 305, 1 
ἀεικής 305,1 
ἀεικιῶ 40 

ἀείναος 160 a. 209 


ἀείρω (Oey, BY, 272 1 β. 


305, 1a. 319. cf. 165 
ἀέκων 272, 1 
ἄεργος 272,1 
᾿Αετίων 159. 209 f. n. 
afirdp 75, 1. 243. 393 
aFirod 243. 390, 2. 393 
"ACwros 377 
anp 169 a 
ἀθάνατος 165 
᾽Αθηνᾶ 209 
*AOnvan 209 
᾿Αθηναία 68, 6 
᾿Αθηναίη 74. 78. 209 
᾿Αθηναΐς a 274 

ΤΠ 


᾿Αθήνη 68, 6 

aia 326 

αἴδασμος 210 

αἰδέατο 585, 3 

᾿Αἴδης 77, 6. 
397. 546 

ἀΐδιος 275 a 

αἰδοῖος 298, 2 

αἴδομαι aor. pass. 635, I 

αἰδώς 542 

αἰεί 209. 716; see ἀεί 

αἰέλουρος 137. 272, 1 

aietds 209 

αἰκίζω 40. 274. 305, I 

ἀϊκῶς 305, I 

αἱμηπότης 553 

aipov 87 

Αἰνέης 157. 219, 1 

αἰνέω fut. 592, 4. aor. 
593, 3. aor. pass. 
634, 5 

αἰολέω 688, I 

αἰονέω 688, 4 

αἱρέω 397. perf. 583. 
fut. pass. 633, I 

αἴρω 165; see deipw 

Αἴσκραος 209. 348 

ἀΐσσω 169 

αἰσυμνήτης 154. 155 

αἰψηρός 326 


160. 169. 
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dia 275 α. 593, 2. 703 
(p. 588) 

αἰών 209 

ἀκάνθιον 346 

᾿Ακέσεω a 477 

ἀκινάκης 438. 454 

ἀκολουθήσας a 165 

ἀκούω 242. plup. 581. 
583, 2. 596 

ἀκροάζομαι 591, I 

᾿Ακτάων 209 

᾿Αλαλίη 327 

᾿Αλερία 327 

ἁλετρίβανος a137 

ἀλέω aor. 583, 2. perf. 
614, 2 

ἀλήθεια, -ern, -nin 174. 
177: BED O 

ἁλής 272, 1B 

ἀλητοειδής a 281 

᾿Αλθαιμένης 195 

ἀλθαίνω 100 

ἀλθέσσω 593, 2 (p. 489) 

᾿Αλθημένης 168. 195. 211 

ἄλθομαι aor. pass. 635, I 

ἁλίας 716 

ἁλίζω 272 18. perf. 615 

᾿Αλικαρνατέων 22. 159 

“Αλικαρνησσός 373 

ἁλίσκομαι 582 

᾿Αλκμέων 140. 141 

ἀλλάσσω aor. pass. 636 

ἀλλέων 140, I. 289, 2. 
445 a. 447, 2 

ἄλλῃ 716 

ἀλλογνοέω 207. 296, 2 

ἅλλομαι 397 

ἀλλοφάσσω p. 102 f.n. 

ἀλοιάω 227 a 

ἁλοργός, -ovs 14. 150. 
BS. Be 2061 IM ἢ, 
314 

Gon 582 

ἁλῶναι 582 

ἀλώπηξ α τοῦ. 480 

ἅμ 292, 3 

ἀμ- 322 

᾿Αμαλθίη 219, 44 
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ἅμαξα 397. 400 
ἁμαρτέω a 640 

ἀμβοάω 322 

ἀμβολάδην 322. 716 
ἀμείνων 224, 12 

ἀμιθρός 333 

ἁμιλλέομαι 688, 4 
ἀμισθί 716 

ἄμμορος 46. 191. 339, 3 


ἔΑμολγος 327 


᾿Αμοργός 4123, 4. 327 

ἀμπαύομαι 322 

᾿Αμπιθάλης 361 

᾿Αμπρακιῆται 194. 363 

ἄμπωτις 22. 204. 322. 
367 

ἀμύμων 199 

᾿Αμφιάρεος 140 a. 478 

᾿Αμφικτύονες 155 

ἀμφισβατέω 130 

ἀμφοῖν 412 a 

᾿Αμώμητος 199 

ἄμωμος 199 

ἄν 41. 60. 716 

ἀν- 322 

ἀνά 715 

ἀνακῶς 716 

ἀναλόω augm. 578. aor. 
pass. 634, 5. 637, 4 

ἀνάλωμα 165 

ἄναξ compounds 292, I 

᾿Αναξιλέα 171 

ἁνδάνω 582. fut. 592, 5. 
perf. 595, 4 

ἀνδράφαξυς 357, 4 

᾿Ανδρέαιος ὦ 137 

ἀνδρεφόνος 137 

ἀνδρέω 690 

ἀνδρήτερος 554 

ἄνεγμα 210 

ἀνέκαθεν 716 

ἄνεο 246 

ἀνερίθευτος 167 

ἀνέχω augm. 582 A. 
fut. 592, 5 

ἀνέωνται 694 

ἀνήρ 165 

ἀνηρίθευτος 13. 167. 192 


ἀνιεῦνται p. 530. 673, 2 
᾿Ανκάος 209. 411 
ἄννησον 339, 3 

᾿Αννικῷ 339, 3 

ἀνορθόω perf. 578 
ἀντιέομαι 690 
ἀνύω 593, 3 
ἀνώγω 597 
ἀξιέω 690 
ἀξιόχρεος 478 
ἀοιδός 305, I. 
αὐτός 243 
ἀπαντάω 502, 5 
ἀπαντίον 716 
ἀπατέω α 688, 4 
᾿Απατούρια α 75 
ἀπείρηκα 595, 4 
ἀπέλλαι 129 

᾿Απέλλων 137. Wp. 140 
ἀπέρνηστον 181 


306, 1a 


ἀπεροπός 165 

ἀπήγησις 399 

ἀπίκαται 612 

ἄπλατος 139 

ἄπλετος 139 

ἄπλητος 139 

ἀπόθεστος 593, 3 

ἀποκρίνομαι fut. 627 

᾿Απόλλων 137. ap. 140 

ἀποσιέομαι 690 

ἀππαλλάζω 129 

dpa 169. 283. 716 

ἀράομαι 162 α 

ἀραρίσκω perf. 583, 2. 
604, 4. 620 

ἀργεννός 17. 337 

᾿Αργήιος 232, 6 

ἀργυρέη 263, 3d 

ἀργυρεῦν 287, 3. ap. 129 

ἀρέομαι 688, 4 

ἀρέσκω BOY. 593, 3 

ἀρετή 95. 167 a 

apn 162a. 517, 5 

“Apns 165. 166. 233, 4. 
239, 1. 288. 428, 4. 
517 

᾿Αρήτη &c. a 162. 181 

ἀρι- 128 


"AptoBa 158 

᾿Δριστοκλέους 529. p.530 

ἄριστον 169, 272, 2 

ἀρκέω fut. 592, 4. aor. 
593, 3 

ἄρμα 397 

ἁρμόζω 591, 1. 593, 2 

ἁρμόττω 591, I 

Gpos 517, 5 

ἄρουρα 250 

ἁρπάζω 593, 2. aor. pass. 
634, 3 

ἄρπεζον 25 

ἅρπυια 119 

ἄρρην 134 

ἄρριχος 413 

dppwdé@ 100. 112. 131 

ἄρσην 77, 6. 134. 382 

*Apta- 131 

᾿Αρταφρένης 134 

᾿Αρτεμῖς a 546 

᾿Αρτισκός 123, 5 

*Apto- 131 

ἀρτοπόπος 364 

"Aprvu- 131 

ἀρύω aor. pass. 635, 2 

᾿Αρχέλεος α 287, I 

ἀρχηγέτι 78. 487 

ἄρχμενος 350 

dpwdids α 129. 564 

ἄσβολος 413 

᾿Ασκληπιός 68, 4 

ἀσπονδεί 716 

ἀστακός 123, 5. 147,46 

ἄστεος 287, I 

ἀστεροπή 128 

ἄστραβδα 716 

ἀστράγαλος, -7 25. 4134 

ἀστραπή 128 

ἀστράπτω 326 

ἀστραφή 365 

ἀσυλεί 716 

ἀτάρ 716 

ἀταρπιτός 128 

ἀτελείη, -€n 11. 175 a 

Grepos 134 

arn 201. p. 463 f. n. 

ἀτός 245 
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ἀτραπιτός 128 

ἀτρεκέως 25 

ἀττάω 369 

ἀττέλεβος 123. 134 

αὐδάξω 593, 2 

αὐθάδης 292,1a 

αὐθιγενής 355 a 

avAnpov 249 

Αὐλιῆται 184. 256 

αὔξω 272, I 

avris 97. 112. 3554 

αὐτώδης 292, I a. 397 

ἀφαρεί 9 

ἀφάσσω 593, 4 end 

apn 397 

ἀφιδέας 336. 454 

ἀφύη 229 

᾿Αφύτιος 357, 4 

᾿Αχαΐη 2090 a. 275 

ἄχθομαιϑιογ. pass. 635, I. 
637; 3 

᾿Αχιλλεῖος 25. 220. 221 

ἀχρεῖος 123 

ἄχρι 715 

ἄωρτο 289, 1 


βάζω 593, 2 

βαθέα 219, 2. 506 

BaGen 108. 419 

βαθμός 358 

βάθρακος 147 a. 335. 356 

βαίνω aor. subj. 619. 
perf. 604, 4 

βαλλέω 116. 637, 3 

Bapayxos 127. 333 

βάραθρον 128 

βαρέα 219, 2 

βασίλεια 177 

Βασιλείδης 233,1 

βασιλεῖος 25. 22Ο α. 221 

βασιλε(ύ)οντος 248 

βασιλεύς 507 ff. 

βασίλη 177 

Βασιληίδης 235, 2 

βασιλήιος 231. 232 

βασμός 358 

Βατουσιάδης 295, I 

βάτραχος 147, 2.335.356 
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BeBpds 21. 44 

βέρεθρον 128 

βησιλεύς II 

Bidw aor. pass. 635, I 

βιβρώσκω perf. 604, 4. 
620 

βίλλος 9 

Burras 124. @545. 546 

βλάπτω perf. 583, 3, 
631. aor. pass. 636, 2 

βληχώ 523 

Bodw 296, 1 @. aor. pass. 
635, I 

βοηθέω 92. 99. 296, I 

BonOds 152 

Bown 228 

βόλβιτον 15. 25 

Βόλισσος 17 

βορῆς 36. 263, 3. 289, 2. 
334. 429, 2. 438 

Borpayos 147, 2 

βούλει 605 ἃ 

βουλέωνται 637, 3 

βούλῃ 318. 605 a 

βούλομαι 254, 2. 359. 
585, 3. augm. 577. 
subj. 618, 1 

βοῦς 112. 413. 517 

βράγχος 127.147, 2. 333 

Bpabpakos 147, 2. 335 

βραχέα 219, 2. 506 

βρεῦκος 250 

Bpidpews 37 

Bpdyxos 147, 2 

Bpovréw 688, 4 

βρόταχος 25. 147, 2 

Bpovkos 25. 250 

Βρύασσις 379 

βρυτανεύω 349 

βρύχομαι 637, 3 

βρύχω 348 

βυβλίον 155 

βύζην γιό 

Βύκκων 9 

βυνέω 614, 1. 637, 3 

βύνω 199. 637, 3 

βω- = Bon- 34. 118. 207. 
φοῦα. οἵ. α 77, 6 
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γαῖα 141. 326. 421 

γαλεή 443 ἃ 

γάλλος 25 

Ταρυβόνης 5. 157. 159. 
300, 3. 391 

γαστήρ 551 

γέ, γέν 136 

γέγειος 87 

γέγραπφα a 362 

yen see γῆ 

γείνομαι 580 

γελάω p. 526 

γελοῖος 123 

yeven 263, 3a 

yepatds 209 

γέρας 136. 544 

yepyndes 25 

γέρινος 25. 123. 143 

γεω- 280, 3. cf. 112. 478 

γῆ 122. 141. 421 

γηθέω perf. 595, 2 

γήινος 286, I 

γηοχέω 288. 289, 3 

γῆρας 136. 277, 2. 544 

γηράω 593, 4 

γηρείς 636, 2 

γιννόμενον 196 

γίνομαι 112. 106 α. 589 

γινώ()σκω 241 

γινώσκω 106 α. 241. fut. 
592, 5. aor. 593, 4. 
perf. 614, 2 

γλάσσα τόξα 

γλήχων 353 

γλυκῆαν 168. 2194 

γνάμπτω 349 

γναφεύς 349 

γνοέω 200. 207. 296, 2 

γνω- Ξεγνοη- 207. 296, 2 

γουν- (γόνυ) 65. 69. 77,4. 
78. 112. 252. 545 

γραῖα 182 

γράφω perf. a 362. fut. 
perf. 632 

γρηῦς 182. 257. 517 a 

γυναικεῖον 232, 2. 235, I 


δα- 377 
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δαήρ 169 f. n. 

δαίμων 211 

Suis 208. 2744 

Saiw 615 

δάκνω α 6ο7, 6. 619 

δαλέομαι 182 

δαλός 25. 242 

δαμιεργός 295 1, III B 

δαμιοργός 295 1, lll Aa 

Aava, -ain 210. 273, I 

δαπανέω 688, 4 

δάπεδον a BV 2 

δάπις 357, 4 

Δαρικός α 145 

Sacea 18. 210, 1, 2. 506 

δασέη 410 

δατέομαι p. 33 f.n. 614 

δαυλός 25. 242. 386 

δαὖτε 258 

δαφοινεός 123, 3 

de enclitic 53 

Δέαλκος 219, 7. 236 

δέας 87 

δεδαυμένος 242. 386. 615 

δεδίσσομαι 583, I 

δεδόκχθαι 351 

Δεΐαλκος 236 

δείδεκτο 221 

δειδίσσηται 583,1 

δείδω 221. 595, 4. 597 

δεικανᾶσθαι 221 

δείκνυμι 601-701. see 
δέκνυμι 

δείομαι 220 

δειράς 75,1 

δειρή 77, 3. 119. 224, 3 

Δεκελῆθεν 219, 9. 263, 
36 

δέκνυμι 69, 3. 95. Ιοο. 
130. 142 ᾿ 

δέκομαι 100. IOI. 348 

δέκων 13. 571 

δέν 570 

δευδίλλων 25 

δένδρον 479 

Δεονῦς 13. 138 

_ Aeovvis 138. 247 
δέρη see δειρή 


δέσποιτος 228, 3 

δεσπόνησιν 151. 228, 3. 
450, 3 

δεσπότης 438. 454 

Δεύνυσος 138 

δεῦτε 716 

δέχομαι 12. 100. ΙΟΙ. 
348 

δεψέω 637, 3 

δέω bind 614, 2 

δέω (δεῖ) 111, 8. 637, 2 

Δεωκούρη 4289, I 

Anadkos 233, 4a. 236 

δηιέω 690 

δηιόω 286, I 

δηλέομαι 182 

δημιοεργός 295, I a 

δημοσίῃ 716 

δηὖτε 258. 320 

Ajo a 289, 1 

διαβατός 123, 4 

διαιτέομαι 688, 4 

διαρραίνω a 334 

διαττάω 369 

διδίσσομαι 583, I 

διδόασι accent 691 ἢ. 3 

δίδωμι 691-701 

Διειτρέφης 215. 517 

Διένυσος 137 

διέξ 715 

διερός 134 

δίζημαι p. 33 f.2., α 309, 
2. 590 

διηκοσίων 184 

Διί 270 

διιπετής 215 

δικάζω fut. 592, 3. 600, 
3: 629 

δικαιόω, τέω 690 

δίμνεως 140, 5. 421 

δινέαι 309, 2 

διξός 380 

Διόνυσος 138 

Διόσκουροι 61. 77. 78. 
253, 1 

διπλήσιος 191 

διπλόος 263 3, b. 266, 2. 
424. 441 


διφέω 688, 4 

διψῆν 264, 2. 289, 3. 
687, I. p. 530 

Διώνυσος 138 

δνόφος 357, 6 

δο(ι)ή 227 

δοκέω 78. fut. 592, 5. 
perf. 615 

Soxéw=-aw 688, 4 

δοῦν 700, 2 

δουρ- (δόρυ) 69. 77, 4. 
78. 253 α. 545 

δραμεῦσα p. 530. 690 

δράω 687, I 

Δροπικοί 123, 5 

δύη 229. 271 

δῦμεν 271 

δύναμαι 577- 585, 3. 605. 
606. subj.618,1. 619. 
aor. pass. 635, I. 
688, If. n. 

δυνάμει 12, 433, 3 

δυνέω 637, 3 

δυνεώμεθα 618, 1 

δύνω 591 

δυσί α 100 

δύω 636, 2 

δωρειά 171. 185. 282, 2 

Δωροφέα 172. 364 

daa = ζώω 200 


*Eadkions 248 
ἑάλωκα 582 

ἐᾶν 75, 2. 716 
ἔαρ 221. 281, 2 
ἑάω 165. 221. p. 527 
ἐγκρίνω 81 

ἐγκυτί 366 
eyxéas 63. 282, I 
ἐέρση, ἔερσαι 122 
ἕζομαι aor. 630 
enya 582 

ἐθέθην 356 
ἐθελοντὴν 716 
ἐθέλω see θέλω 
ἐθίζω 582 

εἰάν 220a. 716 
elap 2214 
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elaptvos 221 

εἴαρος 65. 112. 221 ὦ 

εἴβω 326 

εἰδεῖν 700, 2 

Εἰδοθέεια 25 

Eidopevevs 197 

εἴηι 238, 2 

Εἰθυκαρτίδης 198. 392 

Εἰθύμαχος 198. 392 

εἰκάζω 582 

εἴκελος 145 

εἴκω 582 

εἰκών 523 

εἰλάτινος 221 

Εἰλειθυίη 2250 

εἴλη 197 

εἰλήλουθα 34. 221 

εἱλίσσι 77, 3. 224, 4. 
405. 582 

εἴλω 637, 3 

εἵλως 448. 545 

εἱμάτιον 224, 9 

εἶμι 703. Ῥ. 577 f- 0. I 

εἶμι. 224, 9, 10. 607, 5. 
705-12 

εἰν- = ἐν- 77, 3. 224, 12 

εἶν 709 

εἶναι 224, 10 

εἰνάλιος 69, 1. 
221. 224, 12 

εἴνατος 224; 2 

εἵνεκα 61. 77,3. 78. 7156 

εἵνεκεν 224, 2. 715 0 

εἵνυμι 224, 10 

εἰοικυῖαι 221 

εἶον 286, 2 

εἶπα, εἶπον 239. 599 α. 
601. 604. 608, 3 

εἰπέμεναι 61. 700, 3 

eipava 68, 6. 217 

elpyo 142 

εἰρέθην 224, 14. 582. 
634, 5 

εἰρέομαι 637, 3 

εἰρεσίη ὦ 221 

Εἰρέτρια 34 

εἴρηκα 595, 45. 

εἰρήν 197 


77, 3+ 
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εἰρήνη 68, 6. 183. 217 

εἴριον 224, 30a 

εἴρομαι 224, 3 

εἰρύω 224, 3. fut. 593, 3. 
aor. 635, I 

εἴρω 224, 14. fut. act. 
592, 1. fut. perf. 632. 
fut. pass, 633,2. pert. 
281, 3, 595, 4., 610, 
612. aor. pass. a 334, 
634, 5 

εἰρωτέω 688, 4. p. 530 

εἰς 41. 50. 99. 142. 715 

εἱσάμενος 630 

εἴσχηκα 216 

εἴσω 715 (p. 601) 

εἶτα 716 

Eiréa 197 

εἶτεν 716 

elws 220. 716 (sub εἰς) 

ἐκ, ἐκγ 715 

᾿Εκβάτανα 129. 349ὦ 

ἐκδῦμεν 271 

ἐκεῖνος 5668 κεῖνος 

ἐκκεκωφέαται 281, 3. 611 

ἐλαίη 209 

ἐλασσόω 633,1 

ἐλάσσων 163 

ἐλαύνω perf. 126. 583, 2. 
614,2. plup.596. fut. 
592, 4. aor. 593, 3- 
aor. pass. 635, I 

ἐλεγκθέντος 351 

éhevOapos 171 

éAnAdpevos 126 

ἔλιξ 397 

ἑλίσσω see εἱλίσσω 

ἑλκύω 582. perf. 614, 2 

ἕλκω 582 

ἔλλαχεν 330 

ἕλμιγξ 549 

ἕλμινς 338 

ἐλπίζω 582 

ἔλπομαι p. 33 f.n. 

ἐμέω 582. fut. 592, 4. 
aor. 593; 3 

ἔμμεναι 61. 112. 700, 3 


ἔμμορεν 339, 3 
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ἔμπας 161 a 

ἔμπλην 716 

ἐναρίζω aor. 593, 2 

ἐνδόσε 716 

eveyk-, ἐνεικ- 100, 112. 
130. 214. 222. perf. 
583, 2. aor. 608, 2 a 

ἕνεκα ὅζο. 715 a 

ἐνενηκόντων 13. 571 

ἔνη 397 

ἐνθαυθοῖ 356 

ἐνθαῦτα 356 

ἐνθεῦτεν 356 

ἐνιαχῇ 716 

evvela 220 

ἔννεπε 338 

evyuse 224, 10. 337. 
582. perf. 582 A, 614, 
I. aor. 593, 3 

ἐντοῦθα 256. 356. 716 

ἐξαιθραπεύοντος 143.211 

ἐξαιρετός 123, 4 

ἐξαίφνης 716 

ἐξαπίνης 716 

ἐξκ- 378 

ἐξσατράπης 143 

ἐξυνῆκεν 582 A 

ἐξώλεα 176. 
281, 3 

ἔοικα 888 οἶκα 

Ἑὀπάμονος 246 

ἑορτή 287, 1a. 397 

ἑουτῶν 256. 258. 565 

ἐπαρή a 162 

ἐπαυρίσκω aor.608, 3 

ἐπεάν 716 

ἐπειδάν 716 

ἔπειτα 716 

ἐπείτεν 716 

ἐπεξῆς 716 

ἔπεσον 607, 5 

ἔπηλις 397 

ἐπήν 75, 2. 716 

ἐπῇσε 866 ἀΐω 

᾿Επιάλτης 361 

Ἐπίκουρος 253,1 

ἐπιμέληαν 232, 6 

ἐπίνειον 286,1 


219, 1. 
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ἐπίπλοιον 228, 1 

ἔπισσαι 87. 370 

ἐπίσταμαι 585, 3. 605. 
606. 618, I.- 624. 
688, 1f. ἡ. 

ἐπιτήδεος 219, 5. 554 

ἐποδώκει 410 

ἔραμαι fut. 593, 3. aor. 
372. 635, I 

ἔραται 25 

ἐράω pour aor. 593, 4 

ἐργάζομαι 578. 582 

ἔργανον 149 

ἔργνυμι 691 

ἐργύλον 25 

ἔργω 142. 405. 582 

ἔρδω p. 33 f.n. 582 

ἐρείδω perf. 583, 2. 617 

ἐρείκω perf. 583, 2 

ἐρείομεν 221. 224, 3 

ἐρετός 688, 4 

ἐρεύθω aor. pass. 634, 5 

ἐρέω = ἐράω 167. 688, 4 

ἔρημος 123 

ἐρής 197 

ἐρι- 128 

ἔριγμα 144, 4 

ἔριον ὦ 224, 3 

Ἕρμάφιλος 184 

Ἑρμῆς 219, 10 

‘Eppias a 196 

‘Eppiew 289, 2. 429, 2 

Ἑρμώνοσσα 147, 4 

ἐρρηγεῖα 137. 604, 4 

ἔρρω 326 

ἔρσαι 224, 6, 382 

ἔρσην 100. 112. 134. 
197 

Ἔρυθραί 122 

ἔρχομαι perf. 583, 2. 
imperf. 606 

ἐρωδιός see ἀρωδιός 

Epos 57- 545 

ἐς 888 εἰς 

ἐσάπαξ 716 

ἐσάσει 593, 2 

ἐσάσειεν 593, 2 


ἐσθήν 545 


ἔσθι 144 

ἐσθίειν 196 

ἔσκε 345. 716 

ἐσλός 13. 357; 7 

ἐσσεῖται 126. 607, 5 

ἐσσήν 9. 25 

ἑσσοῦμαι 139 

ἕσσων 139 α 

ἐσταλάδατο 585, 3 ἢ. 4. 
616 

ἔστε 345. 716 

ἑστεώς 279, I. 701 

ἑστίη 144 

ἔσω 715 (p. 601) 

ἑταῖρος, -apos 123. 133. 
210 

ἕτερος 134 ὦ. 295, 5 

ἕτοιμος 123 

᾿Ετοκλῆς ἃ p. 255 

Εὐβοεύς 227 

Εὔβοια 174 7. 7. 

Εὐβοΐς 227 

εὔγηροι 123, 3 

εὕδομον 247 

εὕδω 580 

Εὐθυκαρτίδης 128. 392 

Evdvpayos 198. 392 

εὐθύς τοῦ 

εὔληρον 249 

εὐμαρέη 219, 8a 

evpevin 176 

εὐνάω 634, 5 

εὔνοια 178 

εὔνους p. 238 f. n. 2 

εὔντων 287, 2 

εὐράξ 326 

εὐρέα 219, 2. 506 

εὐρέη 419 

Εὐρυμεδοντιάδεα 572 

Εὐρυσθένεους 247. 529. 

Ε 5.550 

εὖσαν 287, 2 

εὖτε 716 

evo 398 n. 

ἔφθορα 147, 2 

᾿Εφύρη 73 

ἐχ 351 

ἔχρη 264, 2 


ἐχρῆν 574. 576.0 

ἔχω 216. fut. 592, 5, 
607, 6. see dvéyw 

ἑψέω 637, 3 

ἔψω 580. 637, 3 

ἔωθα 582 

ἔωθεν 289, 1. 290 

ἐωθοῖα 604, 4 

E@os 228, 5 

€wpro 289, 1 

ἕως 34. 140, 5. 716 (sub 
τέως) 

ἕως οὗ 716 


Γάναξ 387 

Fapyov 171 

βέλος 390, 3 2. 2 
βέρξειεν 387. 389 
ξιφικαρτίδης 390, 2. 392 
Fee 390, 3 

For 387. 389. 390, 3 
Fotkéw 390, 3 

βόσσα 390, 3 

Fore 569 a 


(a- 365. 377, 34 

Ζανός 182 

(dm aor. 593, 4 end. 
687, 2 

Zevs 270. 517 

ζέω fut. 593, 3. aor.pass. 
635, I 

Ζηνός 68, 4. 77, 1 

Zns 182 

ἕήτρειον 25 

(udpaydos 377, 4 

ζόες 200 

¢6n 77, Ὁ 200. 296, I. 
687, 34 

(ods 268. 317. 687, 34 

ζορκάς 377 

(6m 200. 267, 3. 314 

ζωάγρια 294 

ζωγρέω 294 a 

ζωή 200 

Zwidos 299 

ζῷον 299 

(wds 200. 268. 553 
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ζώς 200 
(ew 200, 268. 269. 687, 3 


nydvea 25 

ἤγανον ΤΟΙ. 326 

“Hye- 130 

Ἡγῆναξ a 281 

ἡγός 25 

ἠδέ 716 

ἡδείη 419 

ἥδυμος 68, 4 

ἥδω fut. 593, 4 (p. 494) 

neidns 582 (p. 473) 

ἤέλιος 59. 112. 264, I 

ἠέριος 169. 264 

Ἠετίων 209 f. n. 

ἠήρ 169 a. 413 

ἤια provisions 286, 2 

ἤια Went 703 

ἠίθεος 286,1 

ἠιών 286, I 

ἤκη 169. 191 

ἥκω 591, 2. fut. opt. 598 

ἡλασκάζω 191 

nreds 123, 3 

ἠλίθιος 70 

ἥλιος 264. 397. 4lo a. 
see ἥλιος 

ἠλσάμην 593, 3 

ἥλωκα 582 

pat 112. 582 Α 1. 612. 
616. 714 

ἤμβλακον 594. 

ἡμέραι 122 

ἡμερόφωνος 70 

ἡμέτερος 68, 9 

ἡμίθιον 381 

ἡμίσεα 124. 219, 2. 506 

ἡμισέη 419 

ἥμισυ 155. 195 

ἥμυσυ 134. 155 

ἡμορίς 191 

ἤμορος 866 ἄμμορος 

ἦμος 307. 716 sub ὁτῆμος 

ἦν 75, 2. 716 

ἥνδανε 281,1. 582 

ἤνειγκα 608, 2 

ἤνεικα 566 ἐνεγκ-, ἐνεικ- 
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ἠνορέῃ 165 

n&e 582 

notos 228, 5. 299 

np 99. 221. 281, 2 
ἦρα 169. 283. 716 
Ἡράκλεος 219, I 
Ἡρακλεώτης 219, I 
Ἥρη 172 

ἠρήρεισθα 583, 2. 617 
ἦρι- 264, I 

ἡρινός 69 

Ἠσιονῆας 57. 101. 283. 
. OS 

ἧττα 139 

ἤτω 708 

ηὐ- 578. 580 


Ἤφαιστος 397 


ἧχοῖ 716 

N@os 228, 5. 299 

nos 119. 266, 2. 200. 
542 


OdFu 171. 685 

θᾶκος 202 

Θάλεα 219,1 

Θαλῆς 263, 3. 429 α. 545 

θάλλω perf. 603, 615 

θάομαι 685 

θάπτω 355. aor. pass. 
636 

Θαργήλιος 139. 355 

θάρσος 77, 6. 128. 382 

θάσσων 163 

θάτερος 134 

θαῦμα see θωῦμα 

τ-θε, -θεν adverbs 716 

θέα, θέη 171. 263, 1. 685 

θεάομαι 685 

Geapos 160 f.1. 202. 277, 
1a 


| θείηι 238 


Θειο- = Θεο- 2204 
Θείσων 168 

Θεκλίδης 144. Pp. 255 a 
Θελγῖνες 356 

θέλω 31. 51. 577. 579. 


588 a 
θέμις 548 
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Θεο-, Θευ- 287, 2 

_ Θεορδότεος 331 2. 

τ βεορέω 287, 1 

θεορός 287, 1 a 

θεός 287, 2. 280, 2. 311. 
312, 2a. 413. 459 

θεραπείη, -nin 232, I 

θέρσος 128 

Θέσπια 119 

Θέτις 546 

Θεύπορπος 333 

θευρός 202. 287, 1a 

Gevs 123, 3. 287, 2 


θεῦτις 355 

θέω 637, 2 

θεωρός 202. 287, Ια. 
289, I. a Ῥ. 244 


Θηβαΐς 209 

θηέομαι 258. 685. p. 529 

θήξεια 205 

OnFos 205. 258 

θήλεα 219, 2. 506 

θηλεῶν 124 

Onpas 158 

Onpever 248 

Onodpevos 263, 1. 685 

-θι adverbs 716 

θλάω 364. p. 527. fut. 
592, 4 

θλίβω 364 

θνήσκω 233, 6. perf. 
595, 4. 604, 4. 701 

Θόκλος 144. p. 255 a 

θρασέα 219, 2a 

θράσος 128 

Θρέισσα 237 

Θρήκη 77, 1. 260 


Θρηίκιος 63. 77, 1. 237. 


285. 286, I 
Opné 77, 1. 286, I 
θυμιῆται 637, 1. 687, 1 
θύνω 591 
θυρωρός 277, 1 a 
θυφλός 356 
θωϊή 299 
θῶκος 202 a 


θῶμα 32. 100, IOI. 205. 


258 
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Θωμάντας 205 
θώρηξ 185 


θωτάζω 346. 355 
θωῦμα 100. 205. 258 


ta 119 

idopa 688, 4. p. 527 

Ἰάονες 34 

Ἰασσεύς 373 

ἰβυκινέω 25 

ἴγνυα 122 

idin 716 

ἴδμεν 358 

ἱδρόω 687, 3 

ἱερατέαι 219, 1 

ἱέρεια 177 α. 
232, 7 

ἱέρεως 11. 18. 289, 1. 
477. ὦ Ῥ. 254 

ἱερεωσύνη 289, I 

ἱερήιον 232. 234 

ἱερήον 234 

ἱερός 300 a. 308 

ἱερωσύνη 289, 1 

ἱέω 691 nN. 2 

ἰήλεμος 77, 1 

᾿Ιήλυσος 184 

inue 196a, augm. 582 A 
I, 2. accent 6901 n. 2. 
691-701 

ἸἸήσων 184 

ἰητήρ 95 

ἰητρείη p. 104 f. n. 

intpos 184 

ἰθαγενής 165. 210 

ἰθέα 219, 2. 506 

iden 419 

idvs 198. 716 

ἴκελος p. 33 f. ἡ. 145 

ixerevo 248 

ἰκνέομαι 397. perf. 612 

ik@ 591, 2 

ἵλαος 139. 196 

ἵλεος 139. 196. 287, I 

ἵλεως 139 a. 477 α 

ἴλη 197 

Ἰλισός 373 

Ἰλλυριοί 123, 5 


219; 9. 


ἰλύς 196 

ἱμάτιον 224, 9 

Ἰμβάρσιδος 128. 373 

iva 716 

Ἴνυκος 123, 2 

᾿Ιόλαος 62. 160 

ἸΙουλιητῶν 173 

ἹἹππεδάμου 137 

ἴππος 397. 4100 

ipein 177 

ἴρην 144, 4. 197 

ἴρηξ 185. 300. 397 

ipns 144, 4. 197 

ipopyia 295 1, IIL A 

ipos 100. IOI. 300 a. 
398 n. 

ion 410 a. 716 

ἴσος τοῦ a. 395 a 

ἰσσαῖ @ 395. 716 

ἵστημι 585, 3. plup. 596. 
691-701 

Ἱστιαίη 144. 179 

Ἱστιαιῶτις 144. 194 

ἰστίη 144. 397 

ἰτέη 197 

ἰχθυώδης 314 


Κάειρα 305,1 a 

καθ- in compounds 399 

καθαίρω aor. 593, I 

καθέζομαι 605. aor. 630 

καθότι 716 

καθώς 716 

kalo 209. aor. 593, 4. 
aor. pass. 636. perf. 
614, 2 

κάκιον 196 

kakia 196 

καλέω fut. 592, 4. aor. 
593, 3. aor. pass. 
635, 1 

καλινδέω 132 

καλός 1644 

Καλχηδόνιος 347 

Καμασαρύη 147, 40 

κάμπτω 349 

Κανδαῦλα 44 


Καοκασίων 243 


kapadoxéw 165. 261, 2. 
545 

καρδίη 128 α 

κάρη 545 

Καρησός 9. 123, 5 

Καρικευργέος 295 1, IL A 

kapos 130 

Καρπάθιος 128 

κάρτα 128. 716 

καρτερός 1286 

κάρτος 128 

KaT- 52. 330. 715 

κατά -- κατὰ τά 406 a. 
716 

ΚΤ 131. 132. 715 

καταβοιή 228, I 

κατάντη 716 

κατάπερ 399. 406 a. 716 

καταπφιμένης 362 

kdtapFov 162 

κατέηγα 582 

κατεηγότα 182 7: ὩΣ: 

κατότι 716 

καύηξ 242 a. 339, 3 

καύης 242 

Καύκασα 17. 243 

κέ, κέν 41. 50. 716 sub 
ἄν 

κεῖ 716 

κείαται 219,7 

κεῖμαι 713 

κεῖνος 69. 77, 3. 224, 2 

κεῖνος 31. 48. 77, 6. 78. 

. 224, 15. 326. 564 a 

Κεῖος 286, 1 

κειρύλος 167 

κεκινέαται 281, 3. OLt 

κέκληγα 327 

κέκραγα 182. 327 

κελεύω pert. 614, 2 

keveds 86, 2. 123, 3 

κένσαι 224, 5. 338 

κεντέω fut. pass. 633, I 

κεράννυμι 182. aor. 604,2 

κέρας @ 100. 544 

κερδαλῆ 263, I a. 423 

κηγχός 25. 125 

Κήιος 286, 1 
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κήλη 164 α 

κηξ 242 

κηρύλος 167 

knvE 242 a 

κίβωτος 87 

κιθών 346 a 

κικλήσκω 233, 6 

κίνασις 188 

κιξάλλας 379 

κίρνημι 6901, 2 

κιττάλης 25. 379 

Κιττίης 371 

κιχάνω 162 

κιών 413 

κλάγος 349 

κλαίω 209 

κλάς 604, 3 

-κλέης, -κλῆς 5. 6. 7. 526 

κλεινός 69. 224, 10. 310 

κλειτός 262 

Κλεο-, Κλευ- 287, 1 

Κλεόμπορος 295, 
12. 1 

Κλεώ 219 a 

κληδών 263, I 

κληίζω 286, I 

κληίσκεται 233, 6 

kAni@ 233, 5. 286, I. 
aor. pass. 635, I 

κλῆμι 604, 3 

κλίβανος 327 

κλίνω aor. pass. 635, 2. 
636 

Κλόδεινος Ὁ. 255 a 

κλονέοντα 661, 2 

κλύω @199. 598 

Kvai@ 593, 4. aor. pass. 
635, 1 

κναφεύς 349 

κνάω fut. 592, 5. 687, 2 

κνηστός 25 

κοιΐλη 228, 1 

Κοῖλα 17 

κοιμέω 688, 4 

κοινέω 682. 690 

κοινός 380 

κοκκύας 25 

κολεόν 254, I 


4 a. 
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κομέω 688, 4 

κομόωσι 643, I 

κονέω 341 

κονίσκε 21. 44 

κορδίνημα 384 

κορέννυμι fut. 592, 4. 
perf. 615. aor, pass. 
635, I 

κόρζα 128 

κόρη, 62.75 a. See κούρη 

Κορησύός 373 

κόρση 382 

κούιλαι 228, 1 

κουλεόν 254,1 

κοῦρος, κούρη 61a. 69. 
75. 2a. 77, 4. 78. 
188. 253, I 

κουφότης 123, 2 

κραδίη 128 

κράζω 182. 327. 596 

Κράπαθος 128 

κράτιστος 128 

κράτος 128 

κρέας 221. 544 

κρεῖας @ 196. 221 

κρέμαμαι perf. 615. 
637, 4 

κρεμάννυμι AOL. 593, 3. 
aor. pass. 635, I 

κρέσσων 86, 3. 128. 142 

κρη- 182 

κρήιον 232, 6 

κρήνη 183 

κρήσας 604, 2 

κρησφύγετον 165 

κρίβανος 327 

κρίνω a0Y. pass. 635, 2 

κριοὶ κόλοι 3. 25 

Kpoaive 313 

κροκύδειλος 154 

κτάομαι 167. 169. 687, 2. 
redupl. 583, 4 

κτείνομαι 624 

κτείνω ὉΔΟΥ͂. pass. 635, 2 

Κτεισίων 168 

κτεριῷ 40 

Krnpivos 331 

Κύδιλλα @155 
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Κυανοψιών 149. 344 
Κύδρηλος 184 
κυέοσα 95. 246a. p. 530 
κυέω 637, 3 

κύθρη 346 

κυ ρίδιον 23 7. n. 
κυθρο- 346 a 
κυθρόγαυλος 23 f.n. 
κυκέω 688, 4. p. 530 
κυκεών 289, 1. 523 
κυκειῶ 38 

κυκλέω -όω 690 
κυλίνδω 132 
κυματώγη 292, I 
κύπερος 142 

κυρέω, -@ 637, 3 
κύρσω 382 a 

κύω 637, 3. 

k@as 136. 544 

κῶμα 205 f. 2. 
κωρίδες 45. 253, I 
Kas 477 a 


λαβέσθε accent 126 

Λαβύνητος 328 

λάβωισιν 13, 9. 241 

Aayos 123, 6 

λαγχάνω fut. 130. 607, 6. 
perf. 583, 6 

λαγώς 267, 3. 478 

λάζομαι, -υμαι 590 

λαιψηρός 326 

λαμβάνω fut. 130.607, 6; 
aor. 130. 619; aor. 
pass. 130. 634, 4; 
perf. 130. 583, 6. 595, 
4n. 615. 631 

λάμψομαι 130 

λανθάνω aor. pass.636, 2 

λάξεσθαι 130 

λάξις 130 

λαός see ληός, λεώς 

λαπάσσω 579. 591 f. 2. 

Aamn 328 

λαρινός 272, 2 

λάψομαι 11. 18. 130 

Aea- 281 a 

λέγω perf. 583, 6. fut. 
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pass. 633, 3. aor. 
pass. 636 

λείβω 326 

λείουσι 221 

helo 687, 2a 

Λειώδης 160, 221 

Λειώκριτος 160. 221 

λείως 295 1, IL A. 716 

λελασμένος 130 7). 

Aedkov 246 

λεουργός 295 1, ILA.716 
sub λείως 

Λεπαδεύς 363 

Λέσχεω ἃ 477 

Never α 248 

Λευκάριος 287, I f.n. 

Λευτυχίδης 29. 287, 1a 

Λευχάρης ἃ 287, I 

λεχοῖ 523 

Aewdevs 289, I 

λεωργός 289, I. 295 I, 
II A. 716 sub λείως 

λεώς 29. 140, 4a. 158. 
160. 166. 170. 289,1. 
477 

λέως see λείως 

An 687, 2 

Anew 687, 2a 

AnOatov 209 

Anin 286, I 

λήιον 286, I 

λήμψομαι 130 

Anés 27 7... 55. 288 
and see λεώς 

λητουργεῖν 234 

λίην 180. 716 

λίθος α 413 

Awepyns 295 1, III Ba 

λίπα 550 

his 484 

Ais 553 

λίτρον 328 

λόγχη 25 

λοέω 200 

λούω 637, 4 

Aoxayés 157. 183 

λόω 637, 4 

λυπέω fut. pass. 633, I 


λωβέομαι 688, 3, 4. p. 530 
λώιος 299 

λώοντο 200 

λωτοῦντα 295, I. 661, 


2 7. ἢ. 


p, name 136 f. n. 
pa 716 
Μᾶδοι 171 
patos 377 
Μαιαδεῦ 572 
Μαιῆτις 194. 546 
paiopa aor. 593, 3 
μάκαρ 551 
μάλιον 163. 556 
μαλκιὴν p. 527 
μᾶλλον 163 
μᾶλον 68, το 
μάμμη α 420 
μάν 139 
μανός 75 a. 386 
μαντήιον 231. 232,1 
Μαντινῆ 263, 3 (α) 
Μάοψος 277, 4 
μάραθον 335 
μαργέω 688, 4 
papvopa 618, I 
μαρτυρέομαι 637, 3 
μάρτυς 551 
Μαρωνείτης ζο. 197. 
233, 5 
μάσσω aor. 593, 3 
μαστιγέω = -όω 690 
μαυλιστήριον p. 46 7. n. 
Μαύσωλλος 329 
μαχέομαι 637, 3 
Μαχέων 140,1. 158 
μάχομαι fut. 592, 4. 629; 
aor. 593, 3. 619 
μέγαθος 100. 129 
μεδέουσα 74. 78 
pedos 139. 377 
μέδιμνος 123 
μέζος 139. 377 
μέζων 86, 3. 142 ἃ 
Μεθώνη 202 
μείς 224, 5. 543 
μέλλω 577 


μεμακυῖα 130 f. ἢ. 

μεμετιμένος 582 A. 691 
nN. 2. 701 

μεμνεώμεθα 620 

μέμνομαι see μιμνήσκω 

μεμορυχμένα 350 

μέν = μήν 139 

μεσαμβρίη 130 

μεσηγύ 373. 716 

μεσόδμη 358 

μέσσος 373 

μέσφι 715 

μετά ὃς f.n. 715 

μέτασσαι 370 

μεταῦτις 716 sub αὖτις 

μετεξέτεροι α 570 

μετέωρος 289,1 

Μέτυικος 154. 226 

μέχρι 715 

μηδαμός 571. 716 

Μηδείη 179 

Μῆδοι 171 

μήδομαι 608, 3 

μηθέν 357, 20 

μήκοτε 716 

μηλίδες 68, το 

Μηλίς 77, 1. 158 

μῆλον 68, 4 

μηλοφόρων 77, 1 

μήν 543 

Μηονιστί p. 46 ἢ, 2. 
286, I 

phrpos 25 

μηχανέομαι 688, 4 

μὰ ΑἸ. 115. 3. 110: 
419 

μίγνυμι 196. aor. pass. 
636 

puepds 134 

μιηφόνου 195 

μικκός 25. 352 

puxpds 112. 352. 384 

μιμνήσκω fut. 633, τ; 
aor. 608, 3. 628 ; aor. 
pacse035, 1: peri. 
615. 620. 626 

piv 5594 

Μίνδαον 209 
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Μινδαίων 144, 2 

μινυθέω, -w 637, 3 

Μίργων 331 

μίσγω 196 

μισήτη 122 

μισθέω 690 

μναιαῖος 141. 421 

μνάϊιον 231 

μνάομαι 620. 687,1 

μνέα 140, 5. 4210 

μοίρη 418 

μολόχη 147, 3 

Μολπᾶς 165 7. 

μόλυβδος 155 

Μουνιχία 75, 1 a 

μοῦνος 52. 69. 75, I. 
77, 4. 99. 252 

μοῦσα 69. 255 

μοχλός 348 

μυζέω 637, 3 

μύζω 593, 2 

μυθῖται 154 f.n. 301 

Μυκηνᾶν 68,6 ὁ 

μύκης 545 

Μύλαυρος 244 

μυλωρός 244 

μυοσόβαι 229 

μυριαδέων 74, 2 

μυρίζω 350. 583, 4 

μυριχμένας 13. 350 

pus 541 

μύττακες 25 

μωμέομαι 49. 688, 3,44. 
Pp. 530 

μῶν 206. 252. 716 sub 
ὧν 

μωρός 123,1 


vaFumnyds 75, 1. 393 

val 716 

ναῖον 2104 

Nao- = Nav- 243 

νάρκα 418 

νάσσω aor. 593 end. 
perf. 615 

vaunyin 182 7. Ὁ. 

ναύκραροι 73. 158 


ναῦς 866 νηῦς 
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ναῦσσον @ 375 

Ναυστείρης 224, 14 

ven 263, la 

venvins 184 

venus 263, 1 

νείκη 197 

νειῶς ὦ 220 

veo-, νευ- 287, I 

νέομαι aor. 608, 3 

Νεόπολις 184 

νεοσσός ἃ Pp. 255 

νέω heap up 608, 3. 
614 a. 687, 2 

véw Spin 289, 3. 687, 2 

veo Swim 608, 3. 637, 2 

νεωκόρος @140, 5. 478 

νεωποιέω 140, 5 

νέωτα 2809, I 

νὴ = ven 263, I 

νήνι 263, 1 

νηνίατον 44 7. ἢ. 

νηός 140, 5. 478 

νηποινεί 716 

Νηρῇς 233, 2 

νήριτον 68, 10 

νῆσσος 373 

νηῦς 77, 5. 139. 170. 
190. 191. 200, 517 

νήω heap up 687, 2 

Νικᾶς 209 

νικέω 688, 4 

Νικήνωρ 183 

νιν 559 a 

voew &77, 6. 99. 207. 
296, 1a. p. 529 

voos 266, I. 458 ΤᾺ 

νόσημα 97. 255 

νόσος 45. 255 

νοσσέω 631 

Νοσσικᾶς 165 n. 

νοσσός 144, 3. ap. 255. 
631 

νοῦσος 69, 2. 77, 4. 97. 
99. 104”. 105. 255 

νύ 716 

νύμφα 130 end 

νυνί 716 

νωθῆς a 288 
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Ξεινήρης 167 

ξεῖνος 69, 1. 75, 1. 77, 3. 
224, 20 

ἸΞΞενάρετος 167 

Ξενήρετος 167 a 

Ξενοκρατήια 232, 6 

ξένος 5 f.n., 224, 2a 

Enpaive aor. 593, I 

Evy 85 7. η., see σύν 

ξυνίετε τοῦ 

ξυνός 86, 3. 199. 380 

ξυνωνίη 289, I 

Evpéa, -@ 637, 3. 688, 4 

Eve perf. 614, 2 


da 250 

ὀβολός 134 a. 137. 359 

ὀγδώκοντα 34. 207.296, I 

ὀγκέω, -0ow 690 f. nN. 

ὀδάξομαι ἃ 147, 4 

ὅδε 67. 561, 2 

ὀδμή 358 

ὀδός 255 a. 397 

ὀδυνέομαι 688, 4. Pp. 527 

᾿Οδυσεῦς 38. 507 

ὀδών 545 

᾿Οξατίης 5. 390, 3. 391 

ὀθνέη 219, 4 

olyvupe 582 a 

οἶδα 702 

οἰδάω p. 569 f. n. 

οἰζυρός 199. 298, I 

οἰζύς 298, 1 

οἴη ΤΠ 

οἶκα 51. 228, 4. 582 

οἰκέω 579 Β. 582 

οἰκηιέω 690 

οἰκῆος Attic 73. 509 

οἰκῃότατος 554 

οἰκίζω 582 

οἰκοδομέω 578. 582 

οἰκοφθορέω 582 

οἶμαι 614, I. 582 a sub 
οἴγνυμι 

οἰνοχοέω 582 

οἷος 397 

ois 78. 298, I. 4904 

oica 601. 628 
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olotds 298, 1 

οἴχωκε 583, 2 

ὀΐω 298, 1 a 

οἰωνός 208, Ια 

ὅκῃ 86, 4. 342 

ὁκοῖος 86, 3. 99. 342 

ὄκχος 362 

ὅκως 78.342. 592, 5. 716 

ὄλιζον 25. 123, 2. 377 

ὀλίον 25. 377 

ὄλλυμι fut. 592, 4. aor. 
593, 3. perf. 583, 2. 
691 ff. 699 

θλομπος 154 

ὄλονθοι 154 

ὅλος 254, La 

ὀλωφέω α 688, 4 

ὁμηγερέα 68, 5 

ὀμιχέω, τω 397. 637, 3 

ὄμνυμι 691, 3. 699 f. n. 

ὁμοιέω 690 

ὅμοιος 123, I 

ὀμφαλητόμος 25 

᾿Ονασίων 156 

ὀνειρόω AOL. 593, 2 

ὀνήιστος 233, 6. 555 

ὀνησίπολις 70 

ὀνίνημι perf. 609, 

ὄνομα 252 ὦ 

ὄνυμα 154 

ὀξέα 219, 2 

ὀξέη 410 

ὀξόβαφον 154 

ὀπέων 124. 140,1 

ὄπισθε 716 

ὀπίσσω 373 

ὅπου 716 

ὁππότε 53. 342, n. 1 

ὀπτέω Pp. 530 

ὄπφις 362 

ὅπως 46. 342. 716 

ὅραω 86, 5. 397. 582. 
641. 688, 4. 689. 
p. 527. see ὁρέω 

᾿Οργάνη 149 

ὄργυια 119. 178 

ὄρειος 253, La 

ὀρέσκοος α 241 


ὁρέω 115, 4. 688, 4. 
689. p. 530. see ὁράω 

“Optkos 123, 5 

ὁρκιητόμος 553 

ὁρμέω 688, 4 

’Opvearat 185 

ὄρνις 77, 5. 547 

ὄρος 866 οὖρος 

᾿᾽Οροφέρνης 327 

ὄρρος 253, 2. α 334 

ὀρρωδέω 131 

ὀρσοθύρη 199 a 

ὁρτάζω 582 

ὁρτή 287, 1a 

ὀρύσσω pert. 583, 2 

6s 397. 566 

da ddpevos 377 

ὀσμή 358 

"Ootakos 147, 4a 

ὀστέον 123, 3 a. 287, 3. 
289, 3 


| ὀσφραίνω aor. 608, 3 


ὁτεὔνεκα 570. 715 

ὁτῆμος ὦ 570. 716 

οὐδαμός 454. 571. 716 

οὖδας 136. @ 255. 544 

οὐδεμίη 61. 115, 3. 419 

οὐδός 255 a 

οὐθείς 357, Ζῶς 

οὐλαί 254, I 

ovAn 254, 2 

Οὐλιᾶται 256, cf. 184 

οὐλόμενος 69, 2. 254, 2 

οὐλοχύται 78 

οὖλος entire 254, Ia 

οὖλος Crisp 254, 2 

Οὔλυμπος 34. 69,2. 77, 
Ale πὸ: 251. 2 

οὖν 567, see ὧν 

οὕνεκα 77, 3. 715 @ 

οὕνεκεν 715 a 

οὔνομα 45. 77, 4. 99. 
252 

οὖον 250 

οὐρανός 266, 1 

οὐρέω 582 

οὐρή 199. 253, 2 

ovpicat 253,1 7... 307 


οὖρον 253, 2 

οὖρος ὁ 75,1. 77, 4. 78. 
253, 1a 

οὖρος τό 62. 69, 2. 253, 
I a. 400 

ovs 255. 266, I. 292, I 

οὗτος 67 (p. 61). 108. 
TUS 1. 47 2.562 

οὕτω -s 366. 716 

οὐχί 136 f. 2. 348 a 

ὀφείλω 224, 13 

ὀφέλλω 224, 13 

ὄφις 363 

ὀφλέω 594 a 

ὀφλισκάνω aor. 594 

ὄφρα 716 

ὄψῃ 607, 2 


πάγχυ 716 

παίζω aor. 593, 2 

παιήων 34. 160, 
202. 288 

mats 63. 274 

Παιών 61. 288 

παιωνίζω 184. 202 

παλαιστή 210 

παλήσειε 593, 4 

πάλι(ν) 340 n. 4..7γ16 

παλί(ν)σκιος 338 

Παμενός 169 

παμήδην 169 

Παμφαίης 210 

πᾶν, πᾶν τότ 

Πανάκη 219, 9. 281, 3 

mavos 75, 1a 

πανώλεα 176. 
281, 3. 5334 

πάξ 716 

πάομαι 169 a. 246. 275 

Παουλλῖνα 247 

mapa 715 

mapal 715 

παραιβάτης 210, 715 

πάρεξ 125. 715 

mapnopos 288 


Oy τ 


mapnpia 288 
παρισέομαι 690 
Παρμενίδης 572 


184. 
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Παρνησ(σ)ίς 77, 1 

Παρνησσός 373 

πᾶσα 161 

Πασίκυπρος 169 

πατάρα 171 

πατριή 361 

πατρώιος 299 

πάτρως 25 

παύω aor. pass. 635, I 

παχέα 506 

πέζη 1901. 420 

πεινάω 687, I 

πείνη 101. 420 

πειράζω 501,1 

πειράομαι p. 527 

metpap 75, 1. 224, 3 

πειρέομαι p. 530. 688, 4 

πεῖσμα 224, 5. 338 

πείσομαι 224, 5 

Πελαργός 3316 

πελάω 139 

Πελινναῖον 17 

πέλιξ 586 

πελλίς 386 

πεντακόσιοι 191 

πεντηκόντων 13. 571 

πεπᾶσθαι 169 

πέπειρος 224, 14. 553 

πεπλέαται 281, 3. 611 

πεπλεχμένα 350 

πεπλήαται 611 

πεπλώκαμεν 78 

πεπτωκοῖα 604, 4 

πέρ 716 

Πέργαμον 25 

πέρηθε 716 sub -θε(ν) 

πέρην 180. 716 

πέριξ 715 

πέρνημι 601 

πέρνησον 181 

πεσέεται 126. 607" 

πεσοῦμαι 

πετά 715 

πέταυρον 249. 715 sub 
πετά 

πετέομαι 637; 3 

πέτευρον 249. 715 sub 
πετά 
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πεφυζότες 25. 377 

πηδέω 688, 4. p. 530 

πηλός 25 

Πηνέλεως 37 

mvehor 68, 10 

πηρός 123, I 

πιάζω 136, aor. pass. 
634, 3 

πιαίνω 634, 3 

πιαρός 553 

πιεζέω 637, 3 

πιέζω aor. 593, 2. aor. 
pass. 634, 3 

πίει @ 607, 5 

πιέναι ὦ 607, 5 

πιθέσθε accent 126 

πίμπλημι 614. 691 Nn. 4 

πίμπρημι 614. 691 n. 5 

πινέω 637, 3 

πίομαι 607, 5 a 

πιοῦμαι 607, 5 

πιπρήσκω 182 

πίπτω fut. 607, 5. aor. 
607, 5. perf. 604, 4 

Πιτθεύς 247. 357) 5- 302 

πλαγιέω 690 

πλανέομαι 688, 4. p. 530 

Πλάταια 119 

πλατέα 219, 2. 506 

marten 410 

men 263, I 

πλεῖον 99. 219, 3a. 552 

πλεῖστος 218 

πλείω 221 

πλέκω perf. 350. 595, 3 

πλέον 219, 3a 

πλεόνως 716 

πλέος 166, 263, I. 287, 
3. 288. 312, 1. 478 

πλεύμων 328 

πλευράξ 326 

πλέω 201 a. 328. 637, 2. 
fut. 607, 5 

πλέων 552. 555 

πλέως 288. 280, I 

πλὴ 263, I 

πλημμυρίς ὦ 199. 339, 3 

πληρέω 643. 690 
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πλησίος 367 

πλήσιος 191 

πλήσσω ΤΟΙ. aor. pass. 
636, 2 

πλόος 266, 1. 
317. 458 &c. 

πλουσίη 367 

πλώω 78. 201 ὦ 

πνείω 221 


267, I. 


πνεύμων 328 

mvew 637, 2. fut. 607, 5 

πνοή @ 227 

mvdos 458 &e. 

ποέω 227 a 

ποθέω aor. 593, 3 

πο(ι)έω 227 a 

ποίη 122. 227 

ποιήσεαν 213. 219, I 

πολείτης 197 

πόλειως 220. 486 

πόλεος 287, 2. 486 a 

πόλεως 13. 166. 289, 3. 
486 

πόληας 283. 486 

πόληες 112 

πόληι 286, 1. 489 

πόληος 288 f.n. 486 

πολιήτης 301 

πόλις 486 &e. 

πολιτήαν 232, 6 

πολλός 77,6. 100. 254, I. 
479 

Πολυείδης 197 

TloAvidos 197 

πολυκτήμων 35. 246, 47. 

Πολυπαΐδη 275 

πολυπάμων 169. 246,47. 

πολύς 100, 254, 1. 479 

πονέω fut. 592, 4. aor. 
593, 3. aor. pass. 634, 
6. perf. 604, 4 

πορδακός 128. 147, 2 

πόρδαλις 147, 2 

πόρσω 333 

Πόσειδ- 145 


Ποσειδάων 140, 1. 185. 


280 
Ποσειδεών 232, 5. 236 
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Ποσειδῶν 280. 289,1 

Ποσιὃ- 145 

Ποσίδεος 219, I 

Ποσιδέων 140. 289, 1 

ποταίνια p. 102 f. n- 

Ποτειδεᾶται 136 α 

πότί 77, 6. 368. 715 

πούλυπος 254, 1 a 

πουλύς 100, 254, I a. 
479 

mparos 68, 10 

IIpeavOns 182. 257 

πρευμενής 77, 2. 182 a 

Πρηξιτέλεω 428 

πρήξοισιν 13. 228, 6 

πρήσσω 68, 4. 182 

Πρηύλος 182. 257 

πρηυμενής ἃ 182 

monus 182. 257 

Πρηῦχος 182 

πρῆχμα 13. 182. 350 

πρηών 124. 280 

Πριηλῆι 14. 328. 510. 
513 

Πριήνη 173. 184 

πρίν 716 

πρίω perf. 614, 1. 
pass. 635, I 

mpolE 298, 1 

Tpotpn 241 

πρόκα 716 

Προκόννησος 337 

προμηθείη 175 

πρόσθε 716 sub -θε(ν) 

πρόσσω 333 

πρύμνη ΟῚ: 78. 420 

πρυτανέοντος 248 

πρώην 716 

πρωΐ 125. 716 

πρωΐην 180. 297, 2. 299. 
716 

Tpotpa 299 

πρών 124. 280 

πρῶν 297, 2. ὦ 296. 716 

πρώσας 267, 4 

πρῶτος 292,1 

πτέρνη a 420 

πτήσσω 203. perf. 604,4 


aor, 


πτο(ι)έω 227 

πτύω fut. 592, 4 

πτώσσω 203 

πύελος 135 

mudev accent 126 

πυλαρός 279, I 

πυλαυρός 244 

πυλευρός 287, I 

πυλουρός 244. α 277 

πυλωρός 244. ὦ 277. 
279,1 

πυνθάνομαι fut. 607, 5 

πυρέσσω Aor. 593, 2 

πυριάω Pp. 527 

muppos 334 

πυρσός 334 

πώλυπος 45. 254, 1a 

πώνω 204 


ῥᾳθυμέω 182. 208 
ῥαίζω 208. 274 


| patov 208. 286, I 


ῥαπίζω perf. 583, 5 

papavis 136. a p. 140 

ῥάχις 182 

ῥᾷων 182. 286, 1. 555 

ῥέεθρον 262 

ῥεέω p. 530 f. τ. 

pepavis 136 

ῥέω 637, 2. fut. 607, 5 

‘Pi 263, 3 (a) a 

ῥήγνυμι 691-701. prest. 
subj. 618, 1. perf. 
137, 604, 4. aor. pass. 
636 

ῥηίδιος 182. 286, 1a. 
555 

ῥῆνιξ 549 

ῥηστώνη 182, 286, 1a 

pnxin 182 

ῥιγέω 687, 3 


"ῥιγόω 267, 3. 295, 1 end. 


687, 3 
ῥιπτέω 637, 3 
pon 122 
ῥοῖζος 413 
pon 122. 227 
ῥόος 266, 1. 317. 458 &c. 


pope 54a. 590 
ῥυθμός 358 

ῥυθμόω perf. 583, 5 
ῥυΐσκομαι 153 

ῥυπόω perf. 583, 5 
propos 358 

ῥυφέω 154 a. 590 
ῥῳδιός 564, see dpwdids 


σάμβαλα 364 

Σανάπη 146 

odos 277, I. 855 ἃ 

σαργάνη 369 

σάσσω 593, 2. 608, 3 

σάω 369. 643 

σβέννυμι aor. pass. 635,1 

σβῶσαια 296, I 

Σειλήνη 225 

σείω 219, 4. aor. pass. 
635, I (1) 

σελήνη 166 

Σελληίδεω 233, I 

σεῦτλον 369 

σεύω AOr. Pass. 634, 5 

σηλία 369 

σημαίνω aor. 593, I 

σήμερον 369 

σημήιον 99. 232, 2, 4 

Σημονίδης 193 

σῆτες 25. 369. p. IOI 
Fan. 2 

σίελος 135 

σινέομαι 637,3 

σίω 210, 4 

σκαπαρδεῦσαι 128 

σκεβάζω(Ξε σκευάζω) 247 

σκεδάω 590. fut. 592, 3. 
perf. 614, 2 

σκίδνημι 590 

σκί(μ)πων 337 7... 

σκιρτέω p. 530 

σκληρότηρ 332 

σκορδινέομαι 688, 4 

σκορδίνημα 384 

σκορπίζομαι 87 

σκύβωλον 25 

σκῦλος 199a 

σκύπφος 362 
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σκύτα 165 
σμάραγδος 385 
σμάω 289, 3. 687, 2 
Σμέρδις 385 
σμικρὸς 112. 384 
σμίλη a 420 
σμυρίζω 385. 583, 4 
σμύρνη 385. 420 
σμώχω 25 
Σοιναύτου 241 
σόος 5536 
σπαργέω Pp. 530 
σπάω fut. 592, 4. perf. 
614, I. aor. pass. 
635, 1 
σπερχέω 637, 3 
Σπεώ 219, I 
Σπόνδαος 209 
σταθμέω, -ow 688, 4a 
στειλαιός ἃ 221 
στεινός 224, 2 
στεῖρα 224, 14 
στενότερος 75,1. 224, 2 
oTevuypos 224, 2 a 
Στενύκλαρος 224, 2a 
στερέω AOY. 593, 3 
στεροπή 128 
στέρφος 25 
στεφανηφόρος 68, 5 
στηρίζω aor. 593, 2 
στοή 227 
στράπτω 326 
στρέφω aor. pass. 636 
στροπά 128 
στρότος 147, 2, cf. 157 
στρουθός 123, 1. ὦ 250 
Στυμάργεω 154 
στύραξ 185 
σύγσφιγγε 411 a 
Συκεεῦσιν 155 
συλέω 688, 1, 4. p. 530 
σὺν 86, 5. 99, 2. 100. 
IOI. 380. 715 
σύνεγγυς 716 
Συρακόσιος 255 
Συρακούσιος 255. 295, 1 
σύρβη 369 
σφαδαίζω 208. 274 
WwW 
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σφάζω 501. aor. pass. 
636 

σφᾶς 39. 559, 7 

σφάττω 591 

σχάω aor. pass. 635, 
15) 

σῴζω 299 

Σῶνδρος 294. a p. 262 

σῶος 268. 553 a 

σῶς 553 a 

σωφρονέω 277 a 

σώχω 381 


Tapas a 355 

τάμνω 129 0 

τανύω BOY. 593, 3 

ταῦτα 93. 243 

τάπης 357, 4 

τἀπόλλωνος 292, 3 

ταράσσω perf. 595, 3 

Tapyndvos 355 

ταρσιή 128. 382 

τάρφος 333 

τάσσω perf. 612 

Ταυρεών a 289, 3 

ταὐτοσαυτοῦ 22 7. N. 

τάφος 355 

ταχεῶν 124. 219, 2a 

τε 716 

-re(v) 716 

Teyén 185 

τεθνάναι 700, I 

Τειμ- 197. 214 

Τειρεσίας 225. 544 

τείσ- 197. 214 

Τελέθριον 357, I 

τέλεος 219, 5 

τελευτέω 688, 4 

τελέω AOL. 593, 3. Aor. 
pass. 635, I 

τέλεως ὦ Ὁ. IOI. 477 

Τελφῶσσα 295 1, 11 Β 

τεμεῦσα 690 end. p. 530 
Sin. 4 

τέμνω 129d. 594. 690 
end 

TevOevs 357, I 

τέο 568 a 
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τέρας 136. 544 

τέρσομαι a 382 

Τερώναον 137. 209 

τέσσαρες 41. 134 

τεσσερακόντων 13. 134. 
571 

τέσσερες 32. 134. 305 

τέταρτος 128 

τετοκοῖα 604, 4 

τετόρων 53 f.n. 

τέτρατος 128 

τετρήνω 186. 590 

τετυκεῖν 348 

τευθίς 355 

τευμήσατο 369 

τεῦτλον 369 

τεύχω 348. aor. pass. 
634, 5 

τέως 34. 716 

τῇ 716 

τήγανον 191. 326 

Τήιος 231. 286, I 

τήμερος 369 

τῆμος ὦ 570 

τιήρα 77,1 

τιήρη 184. 413 

τιθέασι 31. accent 691 
N. 3 

τίθημι 585, 3. fut. mid. 
627. 691-701 

τίκτω perf. part. 604, 4 

Tipaos 209 ἢ 

τιμέω 688, 4 

τιμήειν 310 

τιμωρέω fut. perf. 632 

τιμωρός 277, I 

Tivo 197. 214. 593, 4. 
597 


Τιτακός 123, 5 
τιτρώσκω Aor. 
634, 5 
τοι 558. 716 
τόλμα 418 
τολμέω 688, 4 
τονθρύζω α 152 
Τορωναῖος 137 
τόσσος 373 
τοὔνεκεν 715 a 


pass. 
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τουτεῖ 716 

τράπω 128 a 

τρασιή 128 

τράφος 333 

τρέπω 128 ὦ 

τρέχω 128 

τρήρων 166 

τρηχέα 219, 2. 506 
τρηχέη 419 

τρηχύς 182 

τρίβω aor. pass. 636 
τριήκοντα 184 

τριξός 380 

τριοῖσι 22 f.n. 44. 571 
Τροιζήνιος 228, 2 
τρύφακτος 335. 357, 4 
Tpatos 299 

τρῶμα 99. 205. 258 
τρώμη 25. 205 f. ἢ. 
τρωῦμα 205. 258 
τρώω 25 

Τυδεΐδεω 36 
Τυνδάρεω 123, 6. 478 
τυχχάνοι 351 

τωθάζω 355 

τῳκίδιον 315 
τὠπόλλωνος 292, 3 
τὠυτοῦ 316 


ὑγιᾶ -ἢ 171 

ὑγιαίνω ὉΔΟΥ͂. pass. 635, 
2A 

ὑγιείη &e. 175 @ 

᾽γέλη 154. 390 

ὕελος 135 

Vepyov a 390 

vids 229. 479. 498 

vAjew 319 

ὑός 229 

ὑπέατι 405 

ὑπείροχος 77, 3 

ὑπέρτερος 25 

ὑποκρίνομαι 25. 627 

ὑπύ 154. 715 

ὑπωρείη 175. 219, 5 

ὑύς 229. 498 

ὕω α 153 


φαεινός 305, 1a 

φαενν- 69,1. 337 @ 

Φαίεννος 210 

Φαίηλος 184 

φαινολίς 124 

daive fut. pass. 633, 3. 
aor. pass. 636 

φᾶν 700, 2 

Φαν(ν)όθεμις 
3370 

φάος 277, I 

pappakos 25.123, 2. 162. 
395 

φᾶρος 165 

Φαρσαλικός 123, 5 

φάρυξ 413 

φάτις 367 

φεά = θεά 172. 364 

φεόγειν 246. 287 

φερεμμελίην 339, 3 

φέρω aor. 601. 628 

φεύγω Γαύ. 6ο7, 5. perf. 
25. 377. ENON, ὙΠΟ 
608, 3 

φή 126. 704 

φημί 704 

φῆμις 25 

φθάνω 162. fut. 592, 4 

φθέρρω 326 

φθινέω 637, 3 

φθόη 122. 227 a 

Φιέλη 135 

Φιλέων 140, 1. 158 

Φιλοδέσποιτος 228, 3 

Φίττων 361 

φλάω 364. fut. 592, 4. 
Peli Old Σ᾿ 
pass. 635, 1 (2) 

φλεύω perf. 614, I 

φλίβω 364. aor. pass. 
636, 2 

φλοιός 227 

φοιτέω 688, 4 

φονῆες 52. 57. 264, I. 
513 

φράζομαι aor. 608, 3 

φρατρία 361 

φρέαρ 282, I 
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Φρυνικίδης 347 

φύλακος 123552. 
549 

vv 700, 2 

prpaw 637, 3 

φυσέω 688, 4. p. 530 

gio a153. perf. 604, 4 

dois 299 

Φωκαεύς 209 

Φώκαια 179 

Φωκαιεύς 209 

Φωκαίη 179 

Φωκαΐς 209 

φωλεός 25 

φωνήεντα 264,1 

φώσκω 205 
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χαλκίνδα 716 

χαμᾶθεν 148. 165 

xavddve aor. 594 

xapadpa 128. 418 

χάριν 715 

χάρις 548 

χασκεύσῃ 247. 690 end. 
p. 530 f. 2. 4 

χασμέω P. 530 

χεῖλος 224, II 

χείμετλον 347 

χεῖρ 69, I. 551 

χελιδών 523 

χέλληστυς 17. 571 

χέραδος 128 

Χερσόννησος 337 

χέω 282, 1. 591, 3. 637, 
2. a0r. 593, 4. 608, 3 

χθές 564 

χιλιαδέων 74. 124 

χλάνδιον 146 
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χλιαίνω aor. 593, I 

χλιερός 134 

χλόη 227 

χλοσσός 25 

χλούνης 252 

χοὺς 266, I. 267, 1. 470. 
517, 4 

xow perf, 614, 2 

χράομαι 167. 264, 2. 
DTP 3. BS), RS ρου. 
614, 2; aor. pass.635, 
I (2); 624. 687, 2 

χράω 167. 264, 2. 289, 
3. perf. 614. aor. 
pass. 635, 1 (2). 687, 2 

χρεῖος 218 

χρειώ 25 

χρέομαι 167. 
687, 2 

χρέος 286, I. 967, 8 

χρέω 624. 687, 2 

χρέωμαι 289, 3. 687, 2 

χρηέομαι 167. 687, 2 

χρήζω 286, I 

χρήιος 218. 286, I 

χρῆος 167. 218. 286, I 

χρί(μγπτω 337 f. 2. 

xplo perf. 614, I 

χροιή 122. 227 

χρύσεος 34 

χρῴζω perf. 614, 1 

χρώς 545 

χύτλον 347 

χύω 591. aor. 593, 4 

χῶρι 366 

χωρίς 366. 716 


Petey, 5. 


Wakds 129. ὦ p. 140 


Uu 2 
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ψάω 687, 2 
Wekds 129 
ψέλιον 329 
ψημύθιον 193 
Ψίεθος 134 
ψιμίθιον 381 
ψουδία 258 
ψύδραξ 25 
pa 25 

ψώχω 381 


od 250 

᾿Ωγήν 349 

ὧδε 716 

φδή 306, I 

@eov 297, 1 

*OFartins 5. 390, 3. 391 

ὠθέω 582 

ὠμέσθαι 137 

ὧν 32. 99. 206. 2527. 
567 (ovv). 716 

ὠνέομαι 582. aor. 608, 3 

ὠόν 250 

φόν 297, 1 

᾽Ωρειθυίη 178. a 253 

ὦρη 11. 25. 199 

ὦριστος 200. 258 f. n. 

᾽ΩὩρίων 294 

ὡς 716 

ds = ots 256. 266, I. 
292, I 

ὠτός = αὐτός 205 

ὡυτή 108. 320 

ὠυτός 200 

ὡυτός 316 

ὠφελίη 145. 215 

ὄχωκε 583, 2 


ΤΝ ΤῸ (OND ΡΠ 


THE arrangement of the work and the Table of Contents render unnecessary 
frequent references to the various cases, tenses, ἄρ. The references are to 
sections unless p. (page) is prefixed. An ὦ (italicized) after a numeral denotes 
that the matter referred to is treated in Appendix I in addition to the section 
mentioned ; before a numeral it denotes that the question is treated in Appendix I 
only. Otherwise a (not italicized) refers to sub-sections; app. 2= Appendix IT; 


f.n. = foot-note ; m.=note in the text. 


Abecedarium 390, 2 C. 

Ablaut: ἃ: ἃ 156.167; @:w(?) 202; 
€ : 0 137. 147, 2. 149. 295,15; εἰ : t 
145. 2196. a 582. 608, 2; ev: v153; 
εὖ : ov 2503 ἢ : a 130. 139 167 (cf. 
p- 565). 687, 2. 691, n. 43 ἢ : € 1393 
Nie€:ap. 565 fn. τ; ἡ : ὦ 200. 201. 
242. 694; ὦ : a 55343 wv: av 258 
(cf. 205); ὦ: 0 688, 3. 

Abydenos IIo, 6. 

Accent: 119-126 with app. to p. 129; 
exspiratory 253, 2. 287, 1; in con- 
traction 126. 287 (p. 252). 294 a. 
716 sub πρώην ; influence on vowel or 
consonant relations 164, 196 α. 219, 
3. 227 end. 253, 2. 254, I. 255. @ 277. 
287 (app. pp. 264, 255), 289, 2 n., 3. 
204 ὦ. ὦ 295. a 206. 367. 382. 386. 
p. 565, f.m. 3; nom. accent retained 
in accusative 522; in pronouns 557 a; 
in adjectives 145. 300 n., ζόην p. 5064; 
in adverbs 716 sub ἄστραβδα and ἡχοῖ; 
in verbs δυνῶμαι 618, I n., εἴδω 702 
fm. 5; in present and imperf. of μὲ 
verbs 691. 2. 2, 3.695, 1; on Herodas’ 
papyrus 477 ὦ. 557 a. p. 566 a. 

Adjectives: of two or three endings 
553 3 comparison 554-555; -ntos, -e1os 
2323 ypnis 182. 517, 3; -1a 174, cf. 
232; -€(4)a 219. 419. 500. τήμερος 369. 
πρύμνη 420; gen. pl. of barytone adj. 
447, 2 B (cf. app. p. 199) ; πολλός, 
πολύς, πουλύς 254. 479; of material 
282, 2.287,13200, 3. 500. 5; 311,03, 
&e. See Suffixes. 

' Adverbs: 180. 716; accent 125; com- 


parisop 556; -ews 289, 2. p. 619; in 
-s 366. 716 sub οὕτω ; διατελέως 716 
sub deiws, See also Suffixes. 

Agathokles 111, 5. 

Ailios Dionysios 716 sub ἔπειτα. 

Aiolisms, see Dialect. 

Aischrion app. 2. 

Aischylos, conception of dialect, 22. 

Akusilaos 81. 84. 

Alexander of Ephesos 111, 9. 

Alkman, Ionisms in 65; μεταχαρακτηρ- 
topos τού, 

Alphabet: the Milesian 18. p. 1ΠῚ 
fim. 2,3; E=pan-Hellenic 7 166, 715 
sub és, =spurious € 213, 2. 224, 9, 10, 
13, 15. 715 sub és; H=n (from @ or 
€+a) 166. p. 259, l. 2, =7 or h 396. 
399 if, =he p. 327 ΠΡ 320 7; 
El =genuine εἰ 213, =spurious εἰ 224, 
Ὁ; LO; 13. ΤῈ. 715 δὼ), ἐς, ΞξῆΗρὶ 2.» 
3; O=spurious ov 251. 459; OT= 
genuine ov 250, =Sspurious ov 251. 
254, 2. 459. 470; Q=0 250; ῶ added 
by the Milesians p. 22 f.n. 1, ef. 
ταν fim. 2; F 390. 392; koppa 
354; sampi 375 a. See also under 
Abecedarium, Orthography. 

Amorgos 166. 

Anakreon 63. 376. 388, 3. 

Ananios 44. 

Anaptyxis of a 127; of u 210. 216. 
228, 2. 

Anaxagoras 86. 115. 

Anaximander 81. 

Anaximenes 79. 81 f.n. 6. 

Antiochos 84. 
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Aorist: pass. used transitively 634, 6; 
aoristic use of fut. pass. 633; oo in 
a0r. 372. 593, 35 ἐγήρα p. 493. 

Aphaeresis 62. a 262. 264, 4. 283 a. 
295, 6 a. 297, 1. 324. 575 B. p. 599. 
See app. 1 to the §§ on contractions. 

Apion p. 534. 

Apocope 52. 56. 61 end. 322. 715 sub 
ava, κατά, παρά. 

Apollonios Dyskolos pp. 9. 81. 131 
(88 125, 126). 442 f.n. 2. 445 fin. 2. 


450. 476. 504 f.n. τ. 619 fin. 
Apollonios of Tyana, 110, I. 


Archelaos 85. 

Archilochos 27 f.n. 1. 44 ff. 52. 62. 

Aretaios 107-110. 112. 

Aristarchos pp. 16. 127. 129. 168 . 
190. 202. 230 f.n. I. 262 fin. 2. 263. 
351 fin. 2. 406 and fin. 447 f.n. 2. 
455. 400. 462 f.n. 466 f.n. 482 f.n. 3. 
487. 534. 617 f.n. τ. 

Aristarchos junior p. 287 f.. 

Aristophanes of Byzantion 593, 1. 

Arrian 107 ff. 112. 

Article 561; in Karian Ionic 9; as 
a relative 100, IoI. 566; gen. pl. 
444n.; dat. pl. 451 a. 452. 4740.475. 
POs fora 5: 

Artist’s signature 172, I. 573.574, 2. 

Asinius Quadratus 110, 8. 

Aspiration: transposition, etc. 346 a— 
347, cf. 348. 350-351. 355-350 α. 357, 
2, 5. 301-363 ; in perfect 595, 2.612; 
in plup. 616. 714 f.n. 4. 

Assibilation 367. 544 sub τέρας f. ἢ. 2. 
584, 3. 607; 5. 

Assimilation of vowels (cf. app. 
p- 140): ε from a 129. 136. 688, 4 
sub ἐρέω. p. 1404; ο from a 131.147, 
4a. 256, 295, 1.298 a; ὁ from ε 137. 
359. 545, 1; v from: 155; of conso- 
nants 56. 411; θ from τ 356; ττ 
from ὃτ 569; 1 f.n. 1; xx from yx 
351, 3. See also Consonant Com- 
binations. 

Attic: Ionic forms in 72-78. 159 n. 
184. 210. 224 a. 227 end and app. 
229. 264, I. 287, 2. 298. 300 2). 357, 
4. 410. 427 n. 429 n. 484. 551 n. 
583, 4, 6. 608, 3 end. 663. 702. 715 
sub εἵνεκα, παραί. 716 sub πρίν ; Doric 
in, p. 602 n. 2; Old Attic=TIonic 24. 
71. 75. 95. (p. 102 fin. 2). 119. 123; 
agreement with Western Ionic 5. 371; 
accent of Later Attic=that of Later 
Ionic 123; declension 37. 123, 6. 
477 α; -eos in « stems 486 ἃ; elegy 
61; epigram 67 ff.; ἃ 61. 71 ff. with 
app. 75 a 162 a. 164 f.n. 3 with 
app. 172. @ 263, I. ἃ 377, 3. 593, 13 


py 183. 217. 
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Augment 49. 52, 62. 233, 5. 257.574 ff. 
with app. 


Babrios 44. app. 2. 

Bacchios p. 102 f.n. 1. 

Bacchylides, Ionisms in 68 ff. 

Bion 85. 

Breathings 46. 99. 100. 396 ff. 410 a; 
B 277, 4; ὑ 405; ῥ 583, 5; ἧμαι 
714, 4; varies with y 381. 


Chalkis 5.9. 154. 391. 715 sub inv. 

Chariton 111, Io. 

Charon 84. 

Chios 9. 13. 17. 486, 3. 

Clip-names: in -Gs 165 ». 282 n.a 545. 
546; gemination in 352. 361, 2. 
477 ὦ and f.n. 2; 158. 336. p. 383. 
app. p. 258. 357, 1. 399 sub Amorgos, 
477 α. 483. 572. p. 254 fin. I. 

Comedy, Ionisms in 78. 

Comparison 554-56; vin comparative 
107 α. ᾿ 

Compounds: -βεργός, -Fopyés 205; 
ταναξ 202, I @; -νῆσος 337; aspi- 
ration in 399 (p. 326). 406, 2. 407; 
excision of a syllable in 716 sub 
λείως ; adopt ἡ for o 68, 5. 553 end; 
of δίδωμι p. 575 p.m. I. 

Conjunctions 716, and app. 2. 

Consonants : 

1. Dentals: τ for 6 355 a. 7 for 0 
357) 5; 7 for m 35. 357,13 θ ἴον τ 23 
end, Κι᾿. 346 a. 356, for 6 357, 2 a; 0 
expelled 13, 7. 224, 5. 357, 7; Varia- 
tion of 7 and 6 357, 3, 4; of dandy 
357, 6; of ὃ and (377, 2a; variation 
of dental and guttural stems in the 
verb 593, 2. 634, 3; declension of 
dental stems 544-48 (546 a). 

2. Gutturals: « for π 46. 53. 56. 
841 α. 342 α. 343. 344; ΚΤ for π 35. 
τόρ; « for τ 345; καὶ for x 346 ὦ. 347. 
348 a. 23 endf.n.1; Ὑ for x 3494; 
Ὕ for B 353; y for y 196; ¥ lost 
between vowels 377 n.; x for # 348. 
351, 1; x for y 350; xX for yx 351, 3; 
« in perfect 595, 4. 604, 4; in aorist 
693; variation between guttural and 
dental stems in the verb 593, 2. 634, 
3; declension of guttural stems 549 ; 
gamma, Demokritos’ name of 136; 
Koppa 354 a. 

3. Labials: 7m for « 364, for φ 361, 
I; πῖον β 363, does not vary with p 
339, 2; β and ὃ 359. 364; B=¥ 360; 
B for v 247. 249; for π 361, 2, 
¢ for β 363, φ for θ 364; declension 
of labial stems 550. 

4, Liquids: variation between ἃ 
and p 327, A andy 328, A and AA 


Ὁ τι ὦ 
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329; gemination of 330; rhotacism 
331 a—-332; metathesis of 333; expul- 
sion of p 335. 361,1 n.; medial p and 
pp & 334. 395; declension of liquid 
stems 551; liquid verbs, see under 
Verbs. 

5. Nasals: omitted in writing 
130. 330. 339, 2. 351, 3. 716 sub 
πάλιν and app.; gemination of 337 a. 
339, 33 v moveable 35. 51. 340, in 
pronouns 562, 563; guttural nasal 
350; vary with liquids 328; in perf. 
pass. 614, 3; in aor. pass. 635, 2; 
declension of nasal stems 552; mu, 
Demokritos’ name of 136. 

6. Spirants. On spirants lost 
between vowels see the §§ on Con- 
traction. (a) Digamma 46. 56. 75 
f.m. τ. 160. 287, 1 2. at end. 386 ff; 
becomes υ 390a; augment of digam- 
mated verbs 582. (8) Sigma=AtticT 
369; from oo 373.593,3andz.; between 
vowels 308 η.; pleorastic 378; o and 
€ 380; initial o dropped 377, 1; final 
o in adverbs 366. 716 sub οὕτω; 
declension of sigmatic stems 525-44 
with app. ; sigma in perf. pass. 614 ; 
in aor. pass. 635; sampi 375 a. (γ) 
asper and lenis, see Breathings. 
(δ) yod 365; =e 227 end. p. 493 
sub madaiw. See also Alphabet, 
Aspiration, Assimilation, Decapi- 
tation, Dissimilation, Pronuncia- 
tion, Orthography, Rhotacism, 
Sentence Phonetics, app. 2. 

Consonant Combinations. 

1. Double Letters. ¢ from σδ 377, 
I; varies with 5 377, 2 a, with o 377, 
4, with y 377 .; € 378 ff.; y 381. 

2. Existing Combinations. ὃμ 358, 
I. (μ 377, 4. Om 358, 2. KK 162. 
342 Mm. I. 352. 395. AA 3209. 330. 
383. 386. 411. Ao 382. pp 336. 330, 
3. μν 358, 1. νν 337 a. 339, 3. Ρ. 492 
(ταννύω). vo 224, 5. 338. p. ὅοΙ m. I. 
Tm 35. 342 ”. I. 364. 395. pp 334 a. 
383. 395. po 224, 6. 334. 382 a. 08 
377, 1. OX 357, 7. σμ 350. 358, I, 
2. 377, 4: 384. 385. 614, I-34. oo 
22 end f.n. 370 ff. 375 ὦ. 379. 593, 3. 
TT 35. 379. 371. χμ 350. 

3- Lost Combinations. δὲ 255 a. 
KF 162, 3. 352. 395. Af 224, 4. 386. 
vF 75 α. 162, I. 199, 2. 224, 2a. 338. 
380. pF 75 a. 162, 2a. 165 a. 224, 3. 
oF τού a. 255. 395. TF 305. Fp 395. 
do 372. Ao 224, 7. 382. vo 224, 5. 
338. 543. po 224, 6.334. τσ 607, 5. 
614. GA 224, 11. σμ 224, 9. ov 
224, 10. 337 α. 338. op 300 n. 
ὦ 334. YW 377 m. δι 365. 377, 3. 


΄ 


Contraction, 
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01, κι, XL 370. κτι 380end. λι 224, 
13. 199, 2. 224, 12. 380. pu 224, 
14. τι 307. 370. See also Assimila- 
tion, Decapitation, Lengthening, 
Metathesis. 
including Crasis and 
Synizesis. References to the cases 
occurring in the §§ on Declension and 
Conjugation are not inserted except 
in a few instances. In Homer 28. 
ata 261. p. 261 f.n. 3. a+at 605. 


at+av 307. a+e 164 a. 242. 272 a. 
637, I (1). 687, 2. ate a 274. 
305 a. 687, 2. at+n 273. 421 ἢ. 


a+t 160. 274 a. G+et 160, 275 a. 
a+o 277 a. a 553. 687, 2. ato 
278. ata 306a. a+ov 308. a+w 
279. app. to p. 244. G+w 280. ar+a 
261, 5. at+at 304. at+ av 307. 
a@+€ 272, 4. alte 305, 2 ὦ. a+n 
273, 8: 7τό sub ἤν. artia 274. 275. 
αι ἘῸ 277, 5. at+ot 306, 3 a. αἰ ου 
308. ar+w 2709, 4. 


e+a 281 a. 716 sub ἤν. ε-: ἃ 282. 
€+at 309 a. 605. 607. e+e 262 a. 
634, 5- 637. 686. 687, 2. e+e 
310. 637. 686. εἴ ἡ 219, 9, IO. 
263 a. 634, 2. 637. 685 ἢ. 713, 2. 
P- 232 f.n. €+4 284. €+T 237. 285. 
€+0 34. 38. 60. 77, 2. 287 (app. 
PP. 254, 255). 486, 5 a. 637. εἴ οι 
311 ὦ, 037, 1 (2). O51, 678. e+ 0u 
312 a. 637, I (2). e+v 291. e+ 
36. 40. 280. 289 a. 537. 620. 634, 2. 
687, 1,2. a+7n α 263 end. 


n+a 283a. nt+at 318. 615. 618, 
2. n+av 320. n+€264. n+e 310. 
p- 586 f.n. τ. 687, 2. n+ 265 a. 
n+ 286 α. n+0 288 a. 7 +0v 320, 
716 σὺ ὧν. n+w 290d +a 283. 
NL+@ 290 a. 


tt+e(?) 300a. t+ 301. ει 270. 


0+4134. 202 a. 292 a. 0+ at 313. 
O+au 316. 565. o+e€ 295 a. 637, 4. 
690. o+€ 314. 0+7 34.207. 296 a. 
ον 298. o+0 266 a. 637, 4. 690. 
O+0L 315. O+0v 317. 690. o+W 
267. οἱ α 292. o+av3I6a. o+e 
295, 5 ὦ. o1+ov 317. ov+a 202. 
Oov+e 295, 5. ov+e p. 598 top. 
ov+7 a 296, 2. ov+o 266, 4a. 


u+e 271. 
+a 292, 1. 294 a. wtar 321. 
@+av ἃ 321. wt+e 207 1. wre 


321 ὦ. w+ 297, 2. 716 sub πρώην. 
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τι 299, w+0 268 a wtw 269, 
at+€ 207, 1. wit+av 321. See also 
throughout app. 1 on the §§ in 
Contraction, and app. 2. 

Crasis, see Contraction and app. 2. 


Dative: for genitive in Kolophonian 
Tonic p. 16; -σι 450, 3. 451, 4 a; 
-€Ot 405. 552; -εσσι 47. ΟἹ. 376. 
480. 504. 538. 549. 552. 501, 2. 
Decapitation 326. 716 sub λείως. 
Dedicators, dialect of names of, p. 173 
and f.n. 
Demetrios pp. 84 f.n. 1. 98 f.n. 4. 120. 
Demokrates 111, 6. 115. 
Demokritos 79. 81. 85. 86. 111, 6; 
‘ poetical’ words in, p. 33 2. ; naming 
of letters 136. cf. 570. 
Diaeresis (and διάλυσις) : ai 160. 274. 
275 a. 305, 1; αὖ 393 and f.n.: εἴ 
᾿ 156. 197. 284. 500. 532. p. 250 end; 
ni 197. 231. 286. 703 end n.; οἵ 298; 
wt 299; εὖ 201 ; υἱ 302. 500. 
Dialect : sub-dialects of Ionic 10-22; 
‘pure’ and ‘mixed’ Ionic 22. 79 ff. 
87. I02. 103; mixture in Homer 
26 ff., in epigram 67 ff. p. 101 f.m. 2, 
in melic 64-69, in elegy 187-190; 
non-Jonic proper names in Ionic 
literature and inscriptions 68. 75, 
I f.n. 128. 140, 4. 157-159. 160 
f.n. 4. 373: Aiolisms in Ionic 13, 9, 
HOME 75 4 05. 220: 224; 108 247. 
337 αἱ 377. 571 under 2, 10. 50. 90; 
Dorisms in Ionic 5 ἢ. 44”. 45. p. 52 
f.m. 272, 4 a. 391; Ionisms in Attic, 
see under Attic; late retention of 
Tonic forms 23. 172. 173 ὦ. 430. α 477. 
528. See Divisions. 
διάλυσις, see Diaeresis. 
Diogenes of Apollonia 86. 115. 
Dionysios of Halikarnassos pp. 66 
2. Be FEM tig 3.81}: ὩΣ 1: 
Diphthongs: 

Al by epenthesis 208, by anaptyxis 
210, by contraction 274, from a+ 
glide 4 210; =a of other dialects 
210; loses its « 209. 211, 3. ὦ 274; 
shortened before a vowel p. 583 
f.m 2; at and ηι 182 sub ῥῃδίως 
and 208; does not vary with ἢ 211, 
1; varies with εἰ 211, 4; elided, 
see Elision; in crasis, see under 
Contraction; augment 580. At (ᾳ) 
160. 208 (cf. 274 a). 275 ὦ. 305, 1; 2. 
AY 242 a; written ao 243; varies 
with ev 249, with w 205. 244, with 
ov 256, with wu 258. 565, with ηυ 
170; in crasis, see under Contrac- 
tion; augment 580. El (1) genuine 
212 ἢ; by anaptyxis 216; from 
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e+glide: 220 a, 221; by contraction 
of εἰ 284. 510 (cf. p, 250, 1. 5); 
from yt 237. 239. 286 a. 433, 3. 605 a. 
607; for ἡ 2214; from ictus 221 a; in 
subjunctive 13, 8. 239, 1; in suffixes 
232; by dissimilation from ev 392; 
for ve in perfect 604, 4; varies with 
αι 211, 4; does not vary with 7 168. 
617; itacistic 197; reinstated by ana- 
logy 219, 4. 713, 1; in adverbs 716 
sub ἀσυλεί; loses its t 31. 51. 219 a; 
augment 580. 582. (2) spurious, by 
compensatory lengthening 224 a, in 
τειν for -ev p. 202 f.n. 2. 319; from 
€+e€, €+e, see under Contraction. 
See app. 2. EY written εο 246 a, 
εου 247, €vo 247 a; varies with av 
249 ; relation to 7 198 ; by contraction 
of €+0, €+ov, €+v see under Con- 
traction; =ew 287,1(p. 254 @). 427; 
loses its v 248; shortened before a 
vowel 248 a; confused with ov 295, 
1 andII A ἡ. 690; for v in aor. pass. 
634, 5 (¢uvegepevOein) ; augment 578. 
580. See app. 2. (ew 289, 428. 446.) 
HI 231 ff. 233 a. 230 a. 286. 554; in 
suffixes 232; from n+l, €+at see 
under Contraction; varies with e 
197. 232. 235. 239. HY 257. 517, 
3; augment 578. 579 B. 580 sub 
ev, ΟἹ from ax 241. 462; from o+ 
anaptyctic « 228, 2; for w in perf. 
604, 4; for ov (of) 228, 1; loses its 
1227 a.a 490; from o+t, 0+ see 
under Contraction; augment 580. 
582. OY (1) genuine 250 a; varies 
with av 256, cf. 258, with w 250; 
reinstated in present 242. 637, 4; 
(2) spurious 251 ff.; by compensatory 
lengthening 75 a. 252. 253 α. 254 a. 
255 d. p. 473, 1.6; in οὖν 716 sub av; 
by contraction of o+0, o+¢€, €+ov, 
o+ov, - εἰ see under Contraction ; 
augment 580. Seeapp. 2. YI 229. 
271. Ql 241 a. 299. 300. See app. 2. 
QY 205. 258. 320. 321. 565. 

Dissimilation of vowels: ea from aa 
136. p. 567 f.n.; εἰ from ev 392; of 
consonants: liquids 327, gutturals 
347, labials 361; μάρτυς 551; φάτις 
307. 

τς of vowels 221. @ 275. 
637, 1 (1). 643, 1m. 648, τ. 650, 1. 
660 n. 685, 1. 703 n. 

Dittography 415, 5 f.n. 

Divisions of Ionic: chronological 
23-26 ff.; geographical 4 ff. 102, 2; 
sub-dialects 10-22; Eastern Ionic 
divided into four divisions by Hdt. 
9, Littré’s explanation of the same 
rejected 102. 
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Doric: not in Homer 164; not in 
Anakreon 63; in Herodas 44. 272, 
44; in epigram 67 ff.; in elegy 188 ; 
in Theokritos 118; perhaps in Hali- 
karnassian Ionic p. 26 n.; Doric 
conceptions expressed by Doric forms 
p- 101 f.m. 2; future 607, 5. See 
Dialect. 


Elegy 53-61. 92 end. 187-190; elegiac 
forms in iambic epigrams 715 sub 
εἵνεκεν n. 

Blision 258. 272, 4end and app. 281, 5. 
ὦ 295, 6. 323. 368. p. 609 sub ἤν; of 
αι in infinitive 700, 2; of o in gen. oto 
52. 460. 

Endings, see Personal, Suffixes. 

Epenthesis 208. 

Ephesos 9. 12. 

Ephoros 24 f.. 4. 

Epicharmos 106, 2. 253, 1 a. 

Epigram 61, 67. p. 596 1. 11. 

Hretria 5. 331. 332. 

Erythrai 9. 13. 17. 

Husebios 110, 9. 

Eusebios Myndios 110, 11. 


Festivals, names of 232, 5. a 846. 


355. 

Folk-Etymology 134. 138(?). 140, 4 
J. m. 143. 254 α. 

Future: Doric 607, 5; opt. 598, 13 
fut. and aor. subj. 597; passive has 
aoristic signification 633 a; middle 
6333 ἀνιεῦνται 673, 2. 


Galen, view of the dialect of Hippo- 
krates 95. 116. 

Gemination of Consonants. See 
Clip-names, Consonants, Conso- 
nant Combinations, 

Gender p. 15 1. 7. 413 a. 455 end. 

Genitive in -ew 36. 110, 7. 111,4. 118. 
427 ff.; in τω 13, 3. 36. 289, 2. 427 a 
ff.; im -ev 13, 2. 287, 1 end and app. 
427 ff. ; ἴῃ -εων 36. 74 (Attic?). 140, 3. 
444 ff. ; hyper-lonic -ewy, see Hyper- 
TIonisms ; τοῖο 29. 47. 52. 53. 67. 69. 
460. app. 2 (6); -00 29; ἐ stems 5. 6. 
7. 124. 483 ff.; with ἕως and és ov 
716 sub ἕως. 

Geoponika p. 112 f.n. I. 

Gorgias 75 end. 588. 716 sub εἰς end. 

Grammarians 3. 22. 25. 


Halikarnassos 22 end. 90 f. ἡ. 
Hekataios 79. 84. 87. 114. 144, 1. 613 


Sim. 
Herakleitos 25 endf.2.81.86.105. 115. 
Hermogenes pp. 80 f.n. 1. 82 fin. 4. 
Herodas 44. app. to 272, 4. 
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Herodian pp. I0 n. 31 f.n. 310 fin. 
358. 387. 462 f.n. 534. 619 f.n. 

Herodotos 27. 79 ff. 

Hesiod, influence of, on elegy, 53; 
augments with ἡ 577; reflexive in 
Pp: 449 f- 2. 3- 

Hiatus 46. 62. 227 end. a 262. 340. 389. 
482. 703. See §§ on Contraction. 

Hippokrates 79. 85. 94 ff. (100 a). 

Hipponax 15. 27. 44. 571, 3. 

Homer: Ionic element in 26-41; 
influence on later language, 6. 6. 25. 
43-46. 52 ff. 61. 65-72. 87. 112. 128. 
140, I, 157. 160. 165. 169. 191. 221 a. 
224 0. 225 ὦ. 252. 253 α. 254d. 255 a. 
274. 306 a. 330. 339, 3- 365. 373- 576. 
382. 387. 389. 403. 428, 2. 446, 3 a. 
459. 460. 489. 509. 511. 513. 516. 
517; 2, 4) 5. 522. 529, 4- 544. 545-551. 
561, I. 506. 576, 2. 585, I. 593, 2 2 
595. 602. 618, 2.630. 640, 2 end. 643. 
658. 661, 2, 3. 700, 3, 4. 791: 705. 
706. 711. 714. 715 sub εἵνεκα n. 716 
sub ἄν. 

Hyperbaton 260 ἢ. 

Hyper-Ionisms 61.74, 2.88 end. 96. 97. 
108. 113. 115. 116. 117. 177. 101. 232, 
1,6. 247.258. 262, 3.272,1., 3.289, 
2. 419. 435. 438. 447, 3. 464 end. 472. 
480. 545 fim. I. 551 (χείρ). 557) 5- 
558, 5 f.m. 562. 563. 565 (p. 452). 
582 (sub ἄγνυμι). 613, 4. 618, I (δ) 
Ὥς ἢ. 637; 1 (1) fins 2.658 (μ᾿ 546 
fin. 2). 675. 687, I. 690. 700, 3 2. 
ΧΙΣ ΕΝ 2: 

Hyphaeresis: οὗ ε 126. 295, 1, 18. 
309, 2. 310end. 420, 2a. 533, 3 ὦ. 536, 
3. 575 B. 605. 665, 2 2. 670. 681; of 
0 152. 


Iambic Poetry 31. 62. 43 ff. 189. 

Ibykos, Jonisms in 68 ff. 

Instrumental 161. 716 sub rp. 

Interjections 716. 

Ion 84. 

Itacism 145.175 ὦ. 197. 214, I. 224, 9. 
716 sub ἀσυλεί. p. 597 1. 3. 

Iteratives 262, 4. 576, 2. 665, 2 n. 
685. p. 592 f. ". I. 


Kallimachos, app. 2. 

Kallimorphos 111, 8. 

Karian Ionic 9. 11, 5. 21. 329. 373. 
@ 375. 379. 483, 2. 

Keos 6. 166. 

Kephalion 110, 5. 

Klazomenai 9. 571, 3. 

Kow 7 23. 109. 110. 112. 123, 1.124. 134. 
135. 194. 221. 266, I. 346 a. 355. 357, 
2. 398. 481. 486, 5 ὦ and f.n. 571, 
2.7.5. 576, τ. 588 f.n. 2 and app. 
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589. 691 (p. 575). 702 f.n. 4. 715 sub 
ἀνά, εἵνεκεν, εἵνεκα. 716 sub εἶτεν, 
ἔπειτα ; κοινὴ Ἰάς 23 (p. 20.71.1). 118. 

Kolophon 9. 

Koppa 354 a. 

Korinna τοῦ, 2. 

Kos, lonisms in 95. 

Kritios and Nesiotes 573. 

Ktesias 79. 102. 110, 2 fin. 

Kyme 9. 154. 715 sub inv. 

Kyzikos 9. 


Lengthening: compensatory 69. 77, 
2. 78.196 a. 224 a. 252 ff. with app. 
338. 386; in compounds 167. 295; 
in clip-names 165 ”.; under the ictus 
34. 1605. @ 220. 221 a. 253 a. 254. 275. 

Leontis, the tribe 158. 

Thesbonax 9. 

Letters, pseudo-Ionic 23 f.2. 3, 4. 105. 
lillie Ge 

Locative 215 (cf. 517, 1). 286, 1. 433, 
3. 462, 3. 482. 497, 4 (2). 510. 700, 
2 f.n. 4. 716 ἀσπονδεί, ἀσυλεί, τουτεῖ. 

Logographers 79 ff. 87. 

Thukian 107 ff. 110, 4. 112. 576 n. 

Ibydian Ionic 12. 21. 44n. 


Medical Terms, Ionic the dialect of, 
pp. 101 f.. 2. 110 7. m. Til. 

Melic Poetry, Ionisms in 62 ff. 

Melissos 85. 86. 115, 4 

Menekrates III, 4. 

Metathesis : ap, pa 128. 147. 3333 av, 
va 339, I. 3493; op, po 147, 3333 
ἀμιθρός 333. 

Metathesis quantitatis: 
see UKs 287: 29: 250. 5 Yio 
582 (p. 473). 687, 2; ea from na (2) 

> 3 ἢ. 2825 εἰ from mt (Ὁ) 237. 
285 ὦ; en from ye (?) 262, 1 f.n 
264, 2. 685 n.; ow from wo (?) 267, 3 

μεταχαρακτηρισμός 106. 108. 305, 1. 
438. 637, τ (2). 

Miletos 9. 11. 18 ff. 92. 219, 1 

Mixture of dialects: see Aitic, 
Dialect, Doric. 

Modern Greek 134 end. 147, 2 f.n. 
and app. 181 end. 205. oe I n. end. 


ew from no 


348 f.n. I. 618, I (a). 631. p. 576 
.7.". 5. 
Waxos 6. 166. 


Number p. 15 1. 17. 41. dual 412 a. 
5735 sing. and pl. confused 585 x. 
1.2. 3. ὅτ. O07. 612 6}: (018, 1 
(ὁ) n. 

Wumerals 571. 


Optative ὕ 271; fut. 598, I. 
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Orthography: ao for av 243; €0 ἢ 
εὖ 246; εοὐ for ev 247. 529, 1; «vo 
for ev 247; ov for wt 241; ὦ ir οι 
578; B=v 247. 249; modes of 
"πο Bis SY) ih, oh Ashi 
T= "362 α; TO=0 357, 53 ἐκγ for 
de 715. κχθ 351, 2. XX 351, 3. 
ὝΚΘ 351, 2. Xp 351, 1. πῴΞεφθ 
362; nasals omitted 130. 336; see algo 
Alphabet, Dittography, Sentence 
Phonetics, Transcription, Trans- 
position. 

Oropos pp. 13 f. n. I. 306. 599. 


Parthenios p. 442 7. ". 2. 

Participle: in Chalkidian Ionic p. 15 
1. 15; gen. pl. 447, 2 

Particles 41. 60. 716. 

Passive: transitive use of aor. pass. 
634, 6; and middle, force of 633; 
of κτείνω 624. 

Patronymics 146, 2 a. 197. 233. 235. 
572- 

Perinthos 9. 

Personal Endings 584 
598 a. 

Pherekydes 70. 84. 114. 

Philip of Pergamum 111,1. 

Philodemos 26. 

Philteas 111, 3. 613, 4 

Phoinix, see app. 2. 

Phokylides 53 f. 2. 526, 2. 

Phrygian 44 n. 

Pindar, Ionisms in 68 ff. 

Plato philos, 81. 190. ὦ 255. 474, 2 1.3 
comic poet 227 a. 

‘Poetic’ and Ionic 22. 
f.%. 2. p. 465 ff. nm. 5. 

ποικιλία 22. 87. 89. 224, 14. 602. 

Praxagoras 110, ΤΟ, 

Prepositions 715, and app. 2. 

Pronouns: demonstrative 561-564 a. 
67 end, see Article; indefinite 568 ; 
interrogative 568 a; personal 557 ff. 
with app., 39; possessive 560; re- 
flexive 565 ff. with app. 58; relative 
406 a. 566 ff. 569. 31. 389; other 
pronouns 570 ὦ; gen. pl. 447, 3 
472. See also app. 2. 

Pronunciation: a @ 272; av 243. 
202; εὖ 246. 287; ew 280; ¢ 377, 1; 
ἡ 166; £ 378; oo, TT 374. 375; 
v I54. 250. 271. 715 sub ind; 0 
362; x9 351, 2; 9 354. 

Prosthetie vowels: a 147, I. 575, 
B fin. 2. 5604 ἢν; € 143. 224, 3. 287, 
1 ἢ. 395. 504.3; 0 147, τ. 716 sub 
OTH LOS. 


- 595- 597. 


25. p. 461 


Reduplication 582 ff. 
Rhegion 5. 391. 415 . 
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BRhetoricians’ view of ancient dia- 
lects 22. 79. 
Rhotacism 331 a. 332. 


Salmasius 23 end, f.n. 2. 

Samos 9. 14. 21. 

Sampi 375 ὦ. 

Sentence Phonetics 326. 340. 366. 
384. 411 a. 715 sub εἰς, 3 n. τ. 716 sub 
OUT. 

Short Syllables, succession of, avoided 
ΠΣ 7:17: 2. ΒΕῚ fates 87: Bhs Cla ΤΕ: 

Sikilian 346. 

Simonides of Amorgos 44 ff., name 
193. 

ὙΠ πῆ of Kos, lonisms in 68 ff. 

Simplicius 115. 

Skythinos 44. 

Smyrna, dialect of, in Lukian’s time 
Pp: 27 f. nN. 2. 

Solon 61. 73. 75, 1, 3. 189. 643, 2 ἢ: 

Sophron 253. 

Stesichoros, Jonisms in 68 ff. 

Strabo pp. 66 f.n. 2. 83 f.n. I. 

Styra, dialect of, free from Boiotian 
influence 147, 2. 154. 157. 226. 371. 

Subjunctive: in εἰ 13, 8. 239, 2; 
τῶωισι, τοισι 13, 9; indic. used as 
296, 2. p. 532f.n. 4; πίομαι 607, 5, 

Suffixes and various Endings; 
aywoyos 194 f.n.; adevs 572 ; ara, an 
179 ; alevs 200 ; aln 209 ὦ; aun 200 a. 
275; aukos 209; alos 209 a. 274; 
aus 2093 ais 208. 209. 274 a; adns 
527; ados 135; ava 68, 6. 202. 217; 
avag 292, 1a; as in clip-names 124. 
282, 2 ἢ. a 545. 546; as 716 sub 
ἁλίας ; ασ(σ)ος 373; ata: present 585 
and n. 2, perf. 610 ff. with app.; aro 
585. imperf. 585 and n. 3; plup. 616; 
yatos 211. 478; yeros 211; yews 112. 
211. 280, 3.478; Satar 585.4; 5€53; 
dens 533, 8. 530, 3; Sys 572; διον 
146 a; δον 716; δωτης -- δοτης app. 
p. 188; eavrar 585 n. I. 613, 4; 
carat 585. 611-613; εατο 616; εεις 
262, 1; en<ely 219, 4.4, 8a, 9; εἰ γιό 
sub ἀσυλεί; ea, evn 176. 177 a. 179. 
219 a; eta for wa 604, 4; edys 197. 
233. 235, 2. 5723 εἰδῇς 3143 en 178. 
177. 179. 215. 219, 2a; εἰν Ξε» 310; 
ewos 69, I. 224, 10. 305, I B. 337; 
eivos 284; eos 219, 5, 6. 231. 232: 
ἘΠῚ 1973; εἰπῇ" 2843 €Aos 1353 
evvos Τῇ. 69, I. 210. 224, 10. 337 a; 
epyos 205, 1; epos 134, Epos (opos) 
137 ὦ; ἐῶν 289, 3 a; ews 289, 2. 
p. 619; Fap 250; Fevr 295; Fepyos, 
Fopyos 21 f.n. 3. 150. 295, 1 a; 
Fopos 244. 277, 1 @. 270. 1; fos 
162, 3. 199. 334. 352. 380; for 
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124. 140, I. 280; Fwpos, see Fopos; 4a 
=€1a 219, 2d. 232, 6; naTa 611-613 ; 
nato 616; nyayos 194 f. 2.5 ἡειν 319 5 
nets 100 ff. n. 3. 264; ηιδης see evdns; 
nos T00, IOI. 231. 232. 286; nua 
68, 8; nvn 183. 217; ns 233, 2. 286, 
I 8B; novos 68, 8. 232, 6; no(o)os 
373; θα p. 613 2.3 θε-θεν 53. 716; 
6: 716; G0, θρο 3353; 90, σο 3393 va 
174. 418. 420; Ladys, tadeus, ἰδης 572: 
ἰδιον 146 a; Le, 0 382. 637, 13 in 
145 end and app. 174. 175. 215. 
227C a. 419; τη opt. 649 ff.; urns 
185. 301; entis 77, 13 whos 123, 5. 
α 140. 209 @; τὸς 199. 334. 380; 
ES 124- 540», as Ike 801; CRY 
141 end. patron. 572; κα 716 sub 
πρόκα; κα, κεν, KE 715 sub εἵνεκεν ; 
Kain 209. 274; Ka 309 7... 3; κλεης, 
κλης 5. 6. 7. 260 f.n. 526; κοντερος, 
KovTOpos 137 3 κουσιος 255; Aeos 59. 
203, 1d. 287; 15 280, 5- 30h) 3 423 
431; pevns 530; μεσθα 585, 1; 
vagcos, νησ(σ)ος 373; νδης 146 a; 
vOnv 614, 3; ov 716 sub ἡχοῖ; οια, 
om 178. 179; οιατευια 604, 4; οιατο 
621-623; oe p. 202 f.n. 2; 0€s 100 
f.m. 3. 295, I. 3143 opyos, see Fopyos ; 
opos (€pos) 137 @, opos, see Fopos ; 
aed0s (mobos) 137; πειθης 527; πλη- 
σιος 191; πλοος 263. 3 b. 266, 2a. 
290, 2. 424. 441; πους 546; pa 418; 
σθα 53. 584, 2; σθην 635, σθην and 
xOnv 634, 3; σθων, σθωσαν 585 end. 
624; σι 53. 584, 33 σμα, σμος 358; 
o(c)os 373; ovvn 77, 1; Ta, Te(v) 
pp. 607. 613; τε 136, τε 716 sub 
ἔστε; TNP, TNS 332 2.3 THS O8, 73 Τί 
907. 716; GID 07. τἴ OG AAZ, BE 
va, vin 178; up 250; vTn 1543 φάνης 
527 5 pepyns, ppevns 134. 5403; pe 26. 
53. 413,33; pov 277,13; ΧΕΙ fn. 2. 
ὦ 348; χμα, Xpos 350; xou 716; 
xpeos 478. p. 257 1. 2; wdns 314; 
ῳδος 3060 a; wios 299; wAdos 329; 
wr(A)os 329; wy, see Fav; ὠνὴ 202; 
wpos, see Fapos; wrns 194. 3033 ὠτις 
194. 

Syncope 146, 2 ὦ and see Hyphae- 
resis. 

Synizesis in Homer 28. 
Contraction. 


See §§ on 


Tenses, mutual influence of: present 
stem from fut. or aor. stem 224, 3. 
242. 275 a. 594. 037, 4. pp. 566 
on ἱδρώω. 569 f.m. τ; present from 
perfect 200. 201. 203. 204. 585, 3. 
687, 3; interrelation of imperfect 
and perfect 582 a (οἴγνυμι). 584. 2; of 
perfect and present 583, 2 (ἀκήκοα) 
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595, I. 597. 620. 626; perfect and 
aorist 595, 1.; pluperf. and imperf. 
585, 3. 596 m.; perf. act. and aor. 
pass. confused 582 sub ἄγνυμι. See 
also Aorist, Future. 

Teos 12. 488 n. 

Thasos p. 599 ΚΛ 2. 3. 

Theognis 53. 60. 190. 387. 624. 

Theokritos 118. 

Thukydides p. 602. 

Timaios 343 2. 

Tmesis 260 a. 

Tragedy, Ionisms in 77. 

Transcription, false: «=7 34. 221; 
οὔνομα 2523; 474; δείους 531, III; 
-eev 602 ; ady. in -τεν p. 607 f. 2. 2; 
in forms of οἴγνυμι 582 a. 

Transposition, of letters 400 sub Paros, 
of words, 576 a. 

Trochaics 52. 61. 189. 370. 

Tryphon pp. 8. 314 f.n. I. 320 fin. I. 
476. 619. 

Tyrannion pp. 16. 131.514. 585 f.n. 5. 

Tyrtaios 53. 188. 


Uranios I10, 7. 


Verbs: -aw fut. 592, 3. 600, 3. ον 
-aiyw aor. 593, I. aor. pass. 634, 2 
635, 2. pert. 614, 3; causative 637, 3. 
p. 503 f.n. 1; contract 637- 690 and 
under μὲ verbs 691 ff.; denominative 
637, 3. 687, 3 sub ἱδρώω ; distracted, 
see Distraction; -eoxw 501,43 -evw, 
τεω 248. 637, 43 -€w, -w (-aw) 637, 3; 
-ew for -aw p. 530 f.n. 2. 668. 688 a. 
68g ; -ew for -ow 690; -Cw 591, I. aor. 
593, 2, express sustained sounds 
p- 489 n.; -nw 637, 1 (1) f.n.; -ἰζω 
274. fut. 592, 2. 600, 2. 604, I. 607, I, 
2, 3, 4. 627; -ww aor. pass. 635, 2; 
liquid, fut. 592 a. 600, I. 604, 1.607, 
2, 3, 4. 627. aor. 5933 pu verbs 691- 
714, ζῆμι 687, 2; sigmatic stems, 
fut. 592, 4. aor. 593, 3. perf. 614. aor. 
pass. 635; -vyw perf. 614, 3. aor. pass. 
635, 2; -ww 687, 3. See also app. 2. 

Vita Homeri 111, 2. 

Vowels: A by anaptyxis 127; varies 
with ε 34, 128 a, 129 ὦ, with o 131, 
with 7 130. 169 a, with v 132, with a 
133; in conjunction with p 128. 147. 
3333 prosthetic 147, 1. 575 ΒΤ 2: 
504 π.; from αἱ 209; in declension 
176 ff. 418. 419. 439. 441. A from 
af 160, avs 161 a, avf, apf, aKkF 
162 a, as 164 α, auf 169 7:2; im 
the comparative 1633; due to metrical 
licence 165; in Attic, see Attic; in 
Solon 61. 189; in the epigrams of 
Simonides of Keos 68; hyper-dia- 


lectal 182 ”.; in proper names in 
Hdt. 158; in inscriptions of Styra 
157, and elsewhere 159, 172 &c.; in 
genitive sing. 427. 428, 3. 546; in 
γηράω, ἐράω 593, 4 @; in aor, of 
verbs in -ἀινω and -aipw 593,13 by 
crasis of o+a 292, 3; declension of 
ἃ stems 414 ff. See Contraction 
a+a,a+€,a+e, a+7, and Meta- 
thesis quantitatis ; varia165 a. E: 
from ante-vocalic ἢ 139-141. 200. 
235-237. 230. 262, 1. 263, I (b), 3 a. 
283. 285 a. 287-290 with app. 421 n. 
486, 3.593, 4. O11. 616. 618, I b. 620. 
685 . 687, I, 2 end. 711. p. 611, 1. 7; 
from antevocalic « 219, 419. 506; 
from a before an ὁ sound 49. 51. 136. 
544. 593, 4. 685 foot-note 3. 687, 
2 (p. 565 1]. 14). 688. 689; from a by 
dissimilation 136. p. 567 f.n.; varies 
with a 134-136, with o 137 a, with ε 
138, with 7 139 a, with ἃ 140 a, with 
a 141 ὦ. 583, 1. (in perfect), with εἰ 
142; lost before 0, app. to p. 255 1; 
lost in compounds of Fopyos 295, 1 
II B, 11 A ; minimum vowel 702 n.; 
varia 143. See Hyper-Lonisms. 
H : pronunciation 166; =a of other 
dialects 169-190 with app. ; =Attic 
ἃ τοῖ. 420 a; varies with € 192, with 
£193, with ὦ 194, with a 195, 211; 
in melic poetry 68, in Attic inscrip- 
tions 72-74, in tragedy 77, I, in 
comedy 78, in Tyrtaios 188, in Solon 
61, 189, in Xenophanes, Theognis 
and the later elegy 190; from me 234. 
240; in late iambics app. 2; leng- 
thened from ε in compounds 167; in 
compounds for o 68, 5. 553 end; 
shortened before vowels, see under ε; 
Attic ἡ in εἰρήνη 217; nn avoided 
τόρ a; hyper-Ionic 419. 506. app. 2 
(1); n stems 478 τ. 545; augment 577. 
See also under Contraction of α +e, 
€+a, €+4, E+ ai, E+, N+E, ἡ τη, 
n+a. 1: from € 144; varies with 
εἰ 145, with a 146; lost between 
vowels 31. 51. 124. 209. 219 a. 227 ὦ. 
229. 232, I. 241. 271. 419. 500. 552. 
app. 2; tota subscript. 238, 2. 240. _ 
433, 2. 462. 564 ”.; a glide 220 a. 

221, 227. 507; anaptyctic 228, 2; eli- 
sion 368. p. 320; expelled by syncope 
146 @; a minimum vowel 224, 9. 300 
m.; relation to yod 365; in adverbs 
716 sub ἀμισθί and -71; declension of 
t stems 481 a ff. Ί: 145 end app. 
196 a. 301: itacistic 197 ; relation to 
ev 198; from I. E. at 214, 1; in 
adverbs 716 sub ἀμισθί, ἀσυλεί; by 
contraction 270. a 175. 300a. O; 
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varies with a 147, with ε 149, with ov 
150.254, 1a. 255d. 295, 1 Illa, with 
Οἱ 151. 227. 228, 3, with v 154; from 
a in ov 256; from ε in ov 258; from 
antevocalic w 200. 314. 687, 3; from 
6 (ov) before consonants 295, 1 LILA; 
prosthetic 147, 1. 716 sub ὁτῆμος ; 
expelled in compounds 295, 1 11 Ba. 
app. to p. 255 n.; elided in τοῖο 52. 
460; expelled by hyphaeresis 152; 
declension of o stems 455 ff. Y: and 
D153 a. 155 end a. varies with ὁ 
154 a, with « 155; lost between 
vowels 245. 248. 250. 272, 2; =f 


- 
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367. See under Contraction a+o, 
a+w, a+ov, €+W, 0+ 4a, 0+7, 0+M, 
w+a, w+, wto, wt. See also 
Ablaut, Alphabet, Anaptyxis, 
Aphaeresis, Apocope, Assimila- 
tion, Diaeresis, Dissimilation, 
Distraction, Elision, Hiatus, Hy- 
phaeresis, Itacism, Lengthening, 
Metathesis, Metathesis quantita- 
tis, Orthography, Pronunciation, 
Prosthetic Vowels, Short Syl- 
lables. 


390 n. a; declension of v stems 497 ff. Ae ae Fis 
Y: 199 a; in subj. 618, τ (a). 695; 
in opt. 271. Q: varies with a 200, 


with € 201, with ἃ 202, with 7 203, | Zenodotos pp. 165 f.n. 2. 262 f.n, 2. 


with 7 204, with av 205. 244, with ov 
206. 250, with wv 258; from I. E. ai 
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